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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, February 28, 1996 
The House met at 11 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

We pray, gracious God, for the abun
dance of Your spirit in our lives and in 
the lives of every person. Our petition 
is that Your gifts of mercy and justice, 
of understanding and peace, of toler
ance and patience, of freedom and re
sponsibility, will rest in our hearts and 
souls and minds this day and every 
day, and cause us to be the people You 
would have us be. In Your name, we 
pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
h.js approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from California [Mr. LANTOS] come for
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. LANTOS led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Lundregan, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments a bill of the House of 
the following title: 

H.R. 2036. An act to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to make certain adjustments in 
the land disposal program to provide needed 
flexibility, and for other purposes. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter

tain fifteen !-minutes on each side. 

TIAHRT AMENDMENT TO AID 
FLAT ECONOMY 

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, our econ
omy is flat. Many experts say that we 
are bordering on recession. I think the 
Clinton administration should shoulder 

the blame. The union workers remem
ber that President Clinton signed both 
NAFTA and GATT into law and both 
agreements have not worked. Now the 
President will not even use the tools 
available within the agreements to 
save American jobs. That is why I am 
proposing an amendment to the farm 
bill. It is supported by the AFL-CIO to 
prioritize the export enhancement pro
gram to save jobs. Union jobs, support 
farmers, and export value-added prod
ucts like flour will force the President 
to do the right thing. It is no wonder 
our economy is flat. We need someone 
to fight for our jobs, and that is what 
Congress intends to do. 

RESOLUTIONS CONDEMNING AS
SAULT ON FREE MEDIA IN SER
BIA AND DENOUNCING LOUIS 
FARRAKHAN'S SUPPORT OF TER
RORIST REGIMES IN LIBYA, 
IRAN, AND IRAQ 
(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning I am introducing two resolu
tions, and I know these resolutions will 
receive broad bipartisan support. The 
Communist dictator of Serbia, 
Slobodan Milosevic, has closed down 
the only independent television station 
in Belgrade. I think it is an outrage 
that, as Milosevic is trying to work his 
way back into acceptance by the civ
ilized world community-and he should 
do so-he also simultaneously closed 
down the Soros Foundation, a humani
tarian and charitable organization that 
has done an enormous amount of good 
for the people of Serbia and indeed for 
the people of countless other countries. 
I am calling on President Clinton in 
the most emphatic terms to insist that 
the independent television station in 
Belgrade be reopened and the Soros 
Foundation be allowed to continue its 
work. 

My second resolution, Mr. Speaker, 
denounces Louis Farrakhan's visit to 
Libya, Iran, and Iraq. It is critical that 
the President of the United States di
rect executive agencies to establish 
whether U.S. laws were broken. 
Farrakhan can say whatever he wants, 
but he must obey the law. 

THE CLINTON CRUNCH 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Olin ton crunch is upon us. 

No, this is not a new kind of cereal. 
It does not go snap, crackle, and pop if 
you pour whitewater-or should I say 
milk-over it. 

No, Mr. Speaker, the Clinton crunch 
is a disease that infects middle-class 
America. 

Its symptoms? Higher taxes and stag
nant wages. 

Its cause? The policies of the Clinton 
administration. 

The cure? Lower taxes and a bal
anced budget. 

Mr. Speaker, it is true, the Clinton 
crunch is upon us. Luckily, there is 
still hope for middle-class America. 
But we must act soon. We must cut 
taxes and we must balance the budget. 
Unfortunately, the current occupant of 
the White House does not seem that in
terested in cutting taxes or balancing 
the budget. In fact, he would rather 
feed the Clinton crunch with higher 
taxes and more Washington spending. 

Mr. Speaker, the differences could 
not be clearer. Bill Clinton wants high
er taxes and higher spending. House 
Republicans want lower taxes and less 
spending. Which do you think is the 
cure for the Clinton crunch? 

GOP EXTREMIST AGENDA WRONG 
APPROACH 

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, our con
stituents are worried about jobs. They 
see downsizing in their communities. 
They are concerned about wages be
cause the economy continues to be a 
problem for many Americans. But the 
answer is not the GOP extremist agen
da that basically protects the rich and 
the powerful but threatens the health, 
safety, and security of America's work
ing families. 

The Republican leadership over the 
last year has been putting forth this 
extremist agenda at the expense of the 
middle class, at the expense of the av
erage working American. They have 
tried to put into place tax breaks for 
large corporations and for wealthy 
Americans. They have tried to cut 
taxes, or they have tried to eliminate 
tax credits, the earned income tax 
credits for working Americans at the 
lower end of the income spectrum. 

At the same time, you see the Presi
dent suggesting that we do things to 
help the average working American. 
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The President has talked about tax 
cuts for families. He has talked about 
doing things for education, such as 
your ability to deduct tuition that you 
pay for your student, your children 
that are in college. It really is terrible 
that we continue to see this GOP ex
tremist agenda that hurts the average 
working American, and I hope that 
now that we are back in session and we 
are away from this 3-week break that 
we are starting to see some action in 
this Congress to help the average work
ing American. 

FIX THE WELFARE SYSTEM 
(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, the exist
ing welfare system is a mess. It hurts 
the very people that it is supposed to 
help. In 1992, President Clinton cam
paigned on a pledge to end welfare as 
we know it. Remember that? Now, 
after 3 years of the Clinton Presidency, 
he has not lifted a finger to do any
thing about the failed welfare state. It 
is true that he has talked about the 
values of work and family, but if we ex
amine the record, the President has 
not signed into law any reform of wel
fare. In fact, he vetoed the only genu
ine welfare reform bill to pass this Con
gress in a generation. 

The President is now in the midst of 
backing away from the compromise 
welfare agreement passed unanimously 
·by the National Governors' Associa
tion, both Democratic and Republican 
Governors. He had originally praised 
the plan as a huge step in the right di
rection. It is time for the President to 
cut the cord with the special interest 
groups, the liberal groups, and to help 
us fix the failed welfare system in this 
country. 

CEO'S HIT JACKPOT 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, while 
American workers keep losing their 
jobs, the top chief executive officers 
just keep hitting the lotto. Check this 
out. Chemical Bank go rid of 12,000 
workers; the boss made S2.5 million. 
GTE got rid of 17,000 workers; the boss 
made a cool S2 million. IBM shafted 
60,000 workers; the boss made $2.6 mil
lion. 

And AT&T, they take it all. They got 
rid of 40,000 workers and Robert Allen, 
chief executive officer, made 3.3 mil
lion big ones. They call it downsizing. 
I call it larceny. AT&T does not stand 
for American Telephone and Telegraph 
anymore. It stands for Allen and two 
temporaries. That is Robert Allen, 
folks; $3.3 million, think about it. 

I yield back the balance of all this 
unemployment. 

CUBAN ATTACK AN OUTRAGE 
(Mr. ZThtMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ZIMMER. Cuba's downing of two 
planes whose only arms were pam
phlets is an outrage, and it shows how 
desperate Fidel Castro is in his fight to 
deny the Cuban people liberty and free
dom. Castro is an international outlaw, 
no more and no less. 

I am very disappointed in the Presi
dent's response to this outrage. It is 
entirely inadequate. If President Clin
ton were serious about responding to 
this terrible offense against U.S. citi
zens, he would demand that the inter
national community join with us in an 
international embargo to tighten the 
noose around Castro and to allow de
mocracy to take root there. He would 
also reverse his Executive order of last 
October which liberalized cultural ties 
with that country, only rewarding a re
pressive regime for the enslavement of 
its own people. 

We must get serious, Mr. Speaker, 
and the way that we should start doing 
so is to enact the Burton-Helms legis
lation in its original form, not some 
watered down version that the Presi
dent has endorsed. 

LIFT THE DEBT CEILING 
(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, we are getting dangerously 
close to default, and simply put, there 
is the wrong way to run the finances of 
our great Nation. Congress' failure to 
raise the debt ceiling will have imme
diate and devastating effects. The U.S. 
credit rating will be ruined; Social Se
curity checks on which 43 million sen
ior citizens rely will bounce. Benefits 
for over 37 million of our Nation's vet
erans will not be allocated. Pensions 
for 4 million civilian and military re
tirees are at risk. 

Mr. Speaker, this is craziness. This is 
deja vu back to the days of holding the 
Government hostage to force accept
ance of a balanced budget plan that the 
American people have rejected. Now 
the Republicans are trying it all over 
again, except this time the hostage is 
our Nation's full faith and credit, 43 
million senior citizens, 3 million veter
ans, and 4 million civilian and military 
retirees. 

When will they learn? Waiting until 
the last minute and insisting on in
cluding provisions that have nothing to 
do with the debt limit is the height of 
irresponsibility, and my friends on the 
other side of the aisle should be 
ashamed. It is time we pass a clean 
debt ceiling bill and get on about the 
Nation's business. Shame on coming 
this close to defaulting on our Nation's 
obligations. 

NEWEST WASHINGTON BUZZWORD 
(Mr. BASS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I guess the 
new buzzword we are going to hear now 
from the other side of the aisle is going 
to be the use of the word "extremist." 
Everything we do is going to be called 
extremist. I would only ask that we re
turn to the issues that we have been 
talking about here in Congress for the 
last 14 months, balancing our Nation's 
budget for our children and our grand
children. Extremist is passing a welfare 
reform bill that encourages work and 
holds families together. Extremist is 
preserving, protecting and improving 
the Medicare system for our senior 
citizens. Extremist is giving the States 
more control over Medicaid. Extremist 
is sending power and money and influ
ence back to State and local authori
ties and citizens of this country, ex
tremist. 

Mr. Speaker, let us spend the next 
few months talking a.bout our Nation's 
hopes and not its fears. Let us make 
America proud of its elected officials 
once again. 

GOP AGENDA HOSTILE TO MIDDLE 
AMERICA 

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, it is no wonder that the Re
publican program for the last 14 
months is so far away from the needs 
and the hopes and the aspirations of 
America's working families. When you 
consider at the end of last year when 
the Republicans came together to dis
cuss how they were doing and what 
they were going to do this year, one of 
their honored speakers was Al Dunlop, 
a man who went to Scott Paper Co. and 
2 years later fired thousands of workers 
with little or no notice and walked 
away with SlOO million in his pocket. 
He advised the Republican caucus to 
forget the working-class issues, they 
did not matter. 

Well, they matter to millions of 
Americans, to millions of Americans 
who are worried about losing their job, 
and with that losing their health care; 
about losing their job, and with that 
the ability to pay for their children's 
education. And what do we see cuts in 
education for their children. We see 
cuts in student loans for their children. 
We see them trying to keep the heal th 
care bill that would make health care 
portable from one employer to another 
from coming to the floor. What we see 
is an agenda that is outright hostile to 
middle America and to the working 
families of this country. 
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SALUTE TO ENGINEERS 

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to ask my fellow 
Members of Congress to join me in sa
luting the contributions of engineers to 
America. 

Last week was National Engineers 
Week celebrated annually since 1951. 
The timing recognizes the role played 
by our first President, George Washing
ton. Washington's education and expe
rience as a land surveyor and promoter 
of invention, education, and the con
struction of roads, canals, docks, and 
ports earned him the recognition as 
our Nation's first engineer. 

February is also Black History 
Month and African-American engineers 
invented some of our most important 
and best-known inventions including: 
blood banks, the four-way traffic sig
nal, and potato chips. 

Engineering is our Nation's second 
largest profession with more than 1.8 
million working engineers according to 
the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Every day, engineers are · creating 
new ways to use technology to improve 
our quality of life. The contributions of 
engineers surround us and are so perva
sive that we sometimes take them for 
granted. 

National Engineers Week offers us 
the opportunity to stop, take notice, 
give thanks for the work of engineers, 
and encourage our young people to 
study science and math and consider 
engineering as a career. 

Engineers build a better future every 
day. 

DISCOVER WORKING AMERICA 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I have 
always been a little skeptical about 
death bed conversions, and as the bells 
toll for the demise of the Gingrich Re
publican revolution, we are witnessing 
an epidemic of conversions among my 
Republican colleagues. 

Suddenly the Republican Party has 
discovered working America. They are 
desperately trying to convince the 
hard-working families of this country 
who are struggling to get ahead that 
the Republican Party is their friend. 
But, in fact, since taking control of 
this Congress, they advanced an ex
treme agenda that would hurt working 
men and women of this country. Their 
budget would let companies raid pen
sion funds. They would deny the chil
dren of working families college loans. 
Their budget would cut Medicare and 
long-term care, denying families a dig-

nified retirement. And they would deny 
a raise in wages so that, in fact, people 
could pay their bills every week. 

But they, in fact, would provide to 
the wealthiest in this Nation a tax 
break, and tax breaks that would allow 
them to continue to reap the benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, what the Republican 
Party really does not understand is 
that the American people are too 
smart to fall for this. They did not buy 
NEWT GINGRICH'S extreme agenda, and 
they will not buy this election-year 
gimmick either. 

TRIBUTE TO SERGEANT BOLIN 
(Mr. BARR of Georgia asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
too many Americans take freedom for 
granted, expecting it as constant a 
force of nature as the daily rising of 
the Sun. 

Fortunately for all of us, there are 
men like Special Forces S.Sgt. Neal 
Bolin, who stand watch at Lreedom's 
door; protecting us from the demons of 
totalitarianism; ready to sacrifice 
their own personal comfort and safety 
for ours. For them, liberty is not a 
given, but the goal of a very real and 
dangerous struggle. 

This past February 12, Staff Sergeant 
Bolin lost his life, while seeking to pre
serve the life and safety of others, on a 
rescue mission for a plane missing in 
the jungles of Panama. 

I was honored to attend services for 
Sergeant Bolin, and to pay respects to 
his life and family. The people of Geor
gia and the Nation are grateful to Neal 
Bolin for the sacrifice he made. We are 
also grateful to his parents, and to his 
widow, for this American hero. While 
Sergeant Bolin's young daughter has 
lost a father, our country benefits from 
the new chapter in the annals of mili
tary service and dedication written by 
her father. 

DO NOT DESTROY AMERICAN 
WORKING FAMILIES 

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks and include extraneous 
material.) 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, 
the House is about to debate the farm 
bill, and it will be a contest of the wills 
of both sides of this Chamber in its 
dedication to the concept of jobs. 

One of the most interesting develop
ments in the Republican Presidential 
race is that they have discovered that 
jobs are uppermost in people's minds. 
In debating the farm bill, I hope that 
this House will keep in mind the fact 
that we are talking about jobs, not 
about commodities. 

There is this wholesale effort to try 
to destroy the farm community. I come 

from a farming district. Sugar is an 
important commodity. If they do away 
with the sugar program, it will mean 
6,000 jobs in my district alone. 

And so when we come to this floor to 
talk about the farm bill, it is not com
modities. It is not some abstract no
tion about something that we put on 
the table to consume. It is thousands of 
jobs in the sugar industry alone. It is 
420,000 jobs that are about to be elimi
nated. 

So, focus on what the American peo
ple are concerned about. It is jobs in 
America. Let us not destroy our Amer
ican working families. 

AMERICA NEEDS A SOUND 
ENERGY POLICY 

(Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak
er, today marks the fifth anniversary 
of the end of the Persian Gulf war. We 
can all remember the great pride we 
felt on that day 5 years ago. 

During the gulf war, our strong de
fense came through-just the way it is 
supposed to-and now it is time for 
Congress to come through-just the 
way it is supposed to-with a sound en
ergy policy. 

Since the gulf war, oil imports have 
reached an all-time high and domestic 
oil production has reached an all-time 
low. 

Twenty years ago we imported 35 per
cent of our oil. Today we import over 
50 percent. Clearly we are overly de
pendent on foreign sources of oil to 
drive our cars, to heat our homes, and 
to fuel our economy. 

We are putting ourselves in a worse 
state of dependency than we were in, 
just before the oil crises of the seven
ties. 

Today I am calling on my colleagues 
to send the Nation a wake up call 
about the lack of a sound energy policy 
in the United States. For the month of 
March, one of our colleagues will speak 
on the floor every day about this criti
cal issue. 

I am hopeful that these remarks will 
help us to develop a plan to secure con
trol over America's energy future. 

WHERE IS THE DEBT CEILING 
BILL? 

(Mrs. KENNELLY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, today 
is February 28. Where is the debt ceil
ing? Speaker GINGRICH, Majority Lead
ers ARMEY and DOLE promised the 
President in writing to act on debt 
ceiling legislation by February 29 in a 
manner acceptable to both you and the 
Congress, in order to guarantee the 
Government does not default on its ob
ligations. 
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Unfortunately, that does not look 

like it is going to happen. But the Re
publican leadership needs to under
stand they can't stall indefinitely 
without dire consequences. 

On March 15, the debt ceiling snaps 
back to a lower level pursuant to the 
legislation we passed earlier to guaran
tee March Social Security checks. This 
means that the debt will have exceeded 
the debt limit and as a consequence, no 
securities may be issued under any cir
cumstance for any reason without in
creasing the debt ceiling. This snap 
back has potentially disastrous con
sequences for the Medicare and Social 
Security trust funds. Because the 
Treasury cannot issue any kind of se
curities, it cannot issue the $2 billion 
of new investments in the Social Secu
rity and Medicare trust funds that need 
to be issued on March 15 and each day 
thereafter. 

This is a very serious problem which, 
if the Republican leadership allows to 
happen, will require legislation to 
make the Social Security and Medicare 
trust funds whole. I call on the Repub
lican leadership to bring a clean debt 
ceiling bill to the floor immediately 
and not jeopardize the Social Security 
and Medicare trust funds. 

DOUBLE WHAMMY OF HIGHER 
TAXES AND DECLINING WAGES 
(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, 
" It's the economy, stupid. " That is 
what President Bill Clinton told us in 
1992. Today, 4 years later, America is 
feeling the Clinton Crunch-that dou
ble whammy of higher taxes and de
clining wages. 

To combat the Clinton crunch Repub
licans believe we should balance the 
budget and cut taxes. President Clin
ton thinks we should maintain the sta
tus quo. 

Just look at the record. Republicans, 
for the first time in a generation, 
passed an honest balanced budget. The 
President not only vetoed that plan 
but he has refused to negotiate in good 
faith toward a compromise. Now our 
plan also cut taxes. We cut capital 
gains taxes to create jobs and boost the 
economy, and we provided a $500 per
child tax credit to help families suffer
ing from the Clinton crunch. 

Mr. Speaker, the choice has never 
been clearer. On the one hand we have 
Republicans, men and women who 
mean what they say and keep their 
word. And on the other hand we have 
President Bill Clinton, a say-anything, 
do-nothing liberal President. 

PUTTING THE SQUEEZE ON 
WORKING FAMILIES 

(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks. ) 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, the last 
speaker in the well said let us take a 
look at the Republican plan, and let us 
take a look at what they have done. 
Republicans say they stand up for 
working people, when they fought for 
policies that have squeezed working 
families and denied them and their 
children needed opportunities. They 
have refused to raise the minimum 
wage. They have passed higher taxes 
for working families. They have passed 
a Medicare premium that will increase 
on 37 million beneficiaries. They have 
passed the corporate raid on workers' 
pensions. Your pensions are no longer 
safe with this new Republican major
ity. They have passed the repeal of the 
Medicaid guarantee on nursing home 
coverage. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope America will 
take a look at the Republican record 
and their plan and see that it is noth
ing but putting a squeeze on working 
families and unwilling to cooperate 
with the majority of people in this 
country. 

MEXICO NOT COOPERATING TO 
HALT DRUG TRAFFICKING 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, the For
eign Assistance Act of 1986 mandates 
that on March 1 the President must an
nounce which nation will be officially 
listed or certified as cooperating in the 
effort to halt drug production and traf
ficking. Mexico better not be on that 
list. 

It is imperative that we take action 
against Mexico, that we finally denote 
the country for what it is. Simply put, 
Mexico has become a narco-state. Each 
year, nearly three-quarters of all the 
Colombian cocaine consumed by Amer
icans flows across the 2,000-mile United 
States-Mexican border. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has the 
opportunity to seize his accountability. 
He has the opportunity to right some 
of our wrongs. He has the opportunity 
to effect change. 

I urge him to act. America should 
not certify Mexico. 

EDUCATION IS THE KEY TO 
REBUILDING THE MIDDLE CLASS 
(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, i t 
is clear that the Gingrich revolution is 
over. As Members of Congress returned 
finally for work this week, all of us 
have been hearing from voters in our 
district, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, that the voters are rejecting the 
extremism of the Gingrich revolution, 

rejecting Medicare cuts in order to pay 
for tax breaks for the rich, rejecting re
ducing safeguards on Medicaid, in nurs
ing homes, nursing home standards, 
again for tax breaks for the rich, cut
ting student loans in order to pay for 
tax breaks for people in this country 
that do not need it. 

Republican policies, Gingrich poli
cies, over the last 12 months would cut 
2V2 million students off direct student 
loans, would deny Pell grants to 380,000 
students, would deny 50,000 young peo
ple the opportunity to serve their com
munity while earning money for col
lege, would deny 180,000 children access 
to Head Start, again all in order to pay 
for a tax break for the wealthiest peo
ple in the country. 

All evidence says that good edu
cation is the key to rebuilding the mid
dle class, putting people to work, giv
ing people good wages, so they can 
raise their families the way Americans 
always have. 

GINGRICH REVOLU'J"ION JUST 
BEGINNING 

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute. ) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I heard 
the previous speaker from the other 
side of the aisle, he was a Democrat, 
say that the Gingrich revolution was 
over? 

Let us set the record straight right 
now, ladies and gentlemen. The Ging
rich revolution is the Reagan revolu
tion. That revolution was temporarily 
interrupted. It is about to begin again, 
and the Gingrich revolution started 
with the Contract With America. 

Let me assure you one thing: We 
have not been able to get all the Con
tract With America through this Con
gress. Come November, we are going to 
elect a Republican President, and then 
we are going to pass the Balanced 
Budget Act, we are going to pass the 
line-item veto, we are going to pass all 
of these issues that the American peo
ple have wanted so far. 

Is the Gingrich revolution over? Do 
not kid yourself. It is just beginning. 

0 1130 

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY 
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
committees and their subcommittees 
be permitted to sit today while the 
House is meeting in the Committee of 
the Whole House under the 5-minute 
rule: 

Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services, Committee on Commerce, 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, Committee on International 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2859, AGRICULTURAL 

Relations, Committee on the Judici
ary, Committee on National Security, 
Committee on Resources, Committee 
on Science, Committee on Small Busi
ness, Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure, and Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

February 28, 1996 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendment as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit with or without instructions. 

It is my understanding that the mi
nority has been consulted and that 
there is no objection to these requests. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KINGSTON). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

LAYING ON TABLE HOUSE RESO
LUTION 352, AUTHORIZING 
SPEAKER TO DECLARE RE
CESSES SUBJECT TO THE CALL 
OF THE CHAIR 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that House Resolu
tion 352, authorizing the Speaker to de
clare recesses subject to the call of the 
Chair from February 2, 1996, through 
February 26, 1996, be laid on the table, 
because it is no longer relevant. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

LAYING ON TABLE HOUSE RESO
LUTION 323, PROVIDING FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 2677, 
THE NATIONAL PARKS AND NA
TIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYS
TEMS FREEDOM ACT OF 1995 

MARKET TRANSITION ACT 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 366 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 366 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule xxm, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2854) to modify 
the operation of certain agricultural pro
grams. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and the 
amendments made in order by this resolu
tion and shall not exceed two hours equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Agriculture. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con
sider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rul1:: · 11e 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec
ommended by the Committee on Agriculture 
now printed in the bill. The committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute are waived. Not-
withstanding clause 5(c) of rule XXIII, no 
amendment to the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute shall be in order 
except the amendments specified in the re
port of the Committee on Rules accompany
ing this resolution and amendments en bloc 
described in section 2 of this resolution. 
Each amendment specified in the report may 
be considered only in the order specified in 

Mr. SOLOMON. I ask unanimous con- the report, may be offered only by a Member 
sent that House Resolution 323, provid- designated in the report, shall be considered 
ing for consideration of H.R. 2677, the as read, shall be debatable for the time speci
National Parks and National Wildlife fied in the report equally divided and con
Refuge Systems Freedom Act of 1995, trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
be laid on the table. shall not be subject to amendment, and shall 

not be subject to a demand for division of the 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there question in the House or in the Committee of 

SEC. 2. It shall be in order at any time for 
the chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture or his designee to offer amendments 
en bloc consisting of amendments specified 
in the report of the Committee on Rules ac
companying this resolution not earlier dis
posed of or germane modifications of any 
such amendments. Amendments en bloc of
fered pursuant to this section shall be con
sidered as read (except that modifications 
shall be reported), shall be debatable for 
twenty minutes equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Agriculture 
or their designees, shall not be subject to 
amendment, and shall not be subject to a de
mand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. For 
the purpose of inclusion in such amendments 
en bloc, an amendment printed in the form 
of a motion to strike may be modified to the 
form of a germane perfecting amendment to 
the text originally proposed to be stricken. 
The original proponent of an amendment in
cluded in such amendments en bloc may in
sert a statement in the Congressional Record 
immediately before the disposition of the 
amendments en bloc. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], my good friend, 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I might consume. During consider
ation of this resolution, all time yield
ed, of course, is for the purpose of de
bate only. objection to the request of the gen- the Whole. All points of order against the 

tleman from New York? amendments made in order to the committee Mr. Speaker, I insert for the RECORD 
There was no objection. amendment in the nature of a substitute are the following extraneous material: 

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of February 27. 1996] 

103d Congress 104th Congress 
Rule type 

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of tota I 

Open/Modified-open 2 ............... ..... ......... .... ........... ................... ....... . ................ ............................ .............................. .... ..... ...................... ......... . .................. . .. ......... . 46 44 58 64 
Modified Closed 3 .. ....... ........ .................. .. - .................. .......... .. ...... ........... ..... ...... ...................... ..................... .......... .... ........... .................... ............................. ........ . 49 47 21 23 
Closed' ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 9 9 12 13 

Total ............................. ........................................................................................................................................................................................................ . 104 100 91 100 

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills. joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of 
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules. 

z An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only 
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record. 

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it or which preclude 
amendments to a particular portion of a bill. even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment. 

'A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill). 

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type 

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of February 27. 1996] 

Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule 

H. Res. 38 (1118195) ...................................... 0 ...................................... H.R. 5 .............................. Unfunded Mandate Reform ................... .............................................................................. A: 350-71 (1/19/95). 
H. Res. 44 (1/24195) ...................................... MC ................................. - H. Con. Res. 17 .•••...•••.•••. Social Security ..................................................................................................................... A: 255-172 (1/25195). 

HJ. Res. 1 ....................... Balanced Budget Arndt ..................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 51 (l/31195) ...................................... 0 ...................................... H.R. 101 .......................... Land Transfer. Taos Pueblo Indians ................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1195). 
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[As of February 27. 1996) 

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject 

H. Res. 52 (l/31195) ...................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 400 .......................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat'I. Park and Preserve .......................................... ..................... . 
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ............ .......................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 440 .......................... Land Conveyance, Butte County. Calif ............................................................ ................. .. 
H. Res. 55 (211/95) ........................................ 0 ..................................... . H.R. 2 .............................. Line Item Veto ................................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 60 (216/95) ........ .. .......................... .... 0 ............................. ........ . H.R. 665 ........ .. ................ Victim Restitution .................................. .......... ...................................................... ...... ...... .. 
H. Res. 61 (216195) ........................................ 0 ..................................... . H.R. 666 .......................... Exclusionary Rule Reform ............. ...................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 63 (218195) ........................................ MO .................................. . H.R. 667 .......................... Violent Criminal Incarceration .......................................... ................................................ .. 
H. Res. 69 (219/95) ..... ................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 668 ................ .......... Criminal Alien Deportation ......................................... .................................................... ... .. 
H. Res. 79 (2110/95) ...................................... MO ................................. .. H.R. 728 .......................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ............................................................. ............................ .. 
H. Res. 83 (2113195) ...................................... MO .... .............................. . H.R. 7 .............................. National Security Revitalization ......................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 88 (2116/95) ...................................... MC .................................. . H.R. 831 .......................... Health Insurance Deductibility .......................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 91 (2/21195) ...................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 830 ..... ..................... Paperwork Reduction Act ................................................................................. .................. . 
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) .................... .................. MC ...................... ........... .. H.R. 889 .......................... Defense Supplemental ....................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 93 (2/22195) ................................ ...... MO ................................. .. H.R. 450 .......................... Regulatory Transition Act ............ ............................................................................... ........ . 
H. Res. 96 (2124195) ...................................... MO ................................. .. H.R. 1022 ........................ Risk Assessment ........................................................................................................ ........ . 
H. Res. 100 (2/27195) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 926 .......................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ...... ................................... .................... .-...................... . 
H. Res. 101 (2/28195) .................................... MO .................................. . H.R. 925 .......................... Private Property Protection Act ...................... .................................................................... . 
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO .................................. . H.R. 1058 ........................ Securities Litigation Reform ............................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 104 (3/3195) ................ ...................... MO .................................. . H.R. 988 .......................... Attorney Accountability Act ................... ............................................................................. . 
H. Res. 105 (3/6195) ...................................... MO ................................. .. 
H. Res. 108 (3/7195) ...................................... Debate .......... .... .............. . H.R. 956 .......... ................ Product Liability Reform ..................................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 109 (3/8195) ................................ ...... MC .................................. . 
H. Res. l15 (3/14/95) .................................... MO .................................. . H.R. 1159 ........................ Making Emergency Supp. Approps ..................................................................................... . 
H. Res. l16 (3/15/95) .................................... MC ................................. .. HJ. Res. 73 ... .................. Term Limits Const. Arndt ................................................................................................... . 
H. Res. ll 7 (3/16195) .................................... Debate ............................ . H.R. 4 .............................. Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 .................................................................................. . 
H. Res. l19 (3121195) .................................... MC .................................. . 
H. Res. 125 (413195) ...................................... 0 ..................................... . in~ :··i2ii .. ·:::::::::::::::::::::::: Fa·~·i·~ .. p~;;3-cy · P~oi~iii~· ·;;,ct·· :::::::: :: ::::::::::: ::::::: : :: : : ::::::::::::::::::::: : : : ::: : ::: :: ::::: :: :::::::::::::::: : ::: : 
H. Res. 126 (413195) ...................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 660 .......................... Older Persons Housing Act ............................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 128 (414195) ...................................... MC ................................. .. H.R. 1215 ........ ................ Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 ................................................................. . 
H. Res. 130 (415/95) ...................................... MC .................................. . H.R. 483 .......................... Medicare Select Expansion ................................................................................................. . 
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ................................ ...... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 655 .......................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 ............................................................................................. . 
H. Res. 139 (5/3195) ...................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 1361 ........................ Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 140 (519/95) ...................................... 0 ....... .............................. . H.R. 961 .......................... Clean Water Amendments ..................... ............................................................................ .. 
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 535 .......................... Fish Hatchery-Arkansas .................................................................................................. .. 
H. Res. 145 (5/11195) .................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 584 .......................... Fish Hatchery-Iowa ......................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) .................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 614 .......................... Fish Hatchery-Minnesota ................................................................................................. . 
H. Res. 149 (5/16195) .................................... MC ................................. .. H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 .............................................................................................. .. 
H. Res. 155 (5122195) .... ................................ MO ................................. .. H.R. 1561 ........................ American Overseas Interests Act ...................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 164 (6/8195) ...................................... MC .................................. . H.R. 1530 ........................ Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 .............................................................................................. . 
H. Res. 167 (6/15195) .................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 1817 ........................ MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 ......................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) .................................... MC ................................. .. H.R. 1854 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ......................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) .................................... 0 ............................. ........ . H.R. 1868 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 .............................................................................................. .. 
H. Res. 171 (6/22195) .................................... 0 ............................. ........ . H.R. 1905 ........................ Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) .................................... C ......... ........................... .. HJ. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment ......................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) .................................... MC ................................. .. H.R. 1944 ........................ Erner. Supp. Approps ................................................ ......................................................... .. 
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) .............. ...................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... .. . . 
H. Res. 187 (7/12195) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ....................................................................... ..................... . 
H. Res. 188 (7/12195) .................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 1976 ........................ Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................ ............................... .. 
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 2020 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 193 (7119/95) .............. ...................... C ..................................... . HJ. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China ....................................................... ..................................... . 
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 2002 ........................ Transportation Approps. FY 1996 .................. ................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 197 (7121/95) .................................... 0 ................... ................. .. H.R. 70 .......... .................. Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil ............................................................................................ .. 
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) .................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 2076 ........................ Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ................................. ................................................. . 
H. Res. 201 (7125/95) .................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 2099 ........................ VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................. . 
H. Res. 204 (7128195) .................................... MC .................................. . S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ...................................................................... . 
H. Res. 205 (7128195) .................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 2126 ........................ Defense Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ .. 
H. Res. 207 (&'1195) ...................................... MC ................................. .. H.R. 1555 ........................ Communications Act of 1995 ........................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 208 (&'1195) ...................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 2127 ........................ Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ..... ...................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 215 (917195) ...................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 1594 ........................ Economically Targeted Investments ................................... ................................................ . 
H. Res. 216 (917195) ...................................... MO ................................. .. H.R. 1655 ........................ Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ............................................. ...................................... .. 
H. Res. 218 (9/12195) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 1162 ........ ................ Deficit Reduction Lockbox ................................................................................................. .. 
H. Res. 219 (9/12195) .............. ...................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 1670 ........................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act .......................................... ............................................... .. 
H. Res. 222 (9/18195) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 1617 ........................ CAREERS Act ..................................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 224 (9/19195) .................................... 0 .................................... .. H.R. 2274 ........................ Natl. Highway System .................................................................. ...................................... . 
H. Res. 225 (9/19195) .................................... MC .................................. . H.R. 927 .......................... Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity ...................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 226 (9nl/95l .................................... o ..................................... . H.R. 743 .................... ...... Team Act ....................................................................................................... ..................... . 
H. Res. 227 (9121195) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 1170 ........................ 3-Judge Court .................................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 228 (9121195) .... ................................ 0 ......................... ............ . H.R. 1601 ........................ lntematl. Space Station .................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 230 (9n7/95) .................................... C .................................... .. HJ. Res. 108 ................... Continuing Resolution FY 1996 ........................................................................................ .. 
H. Res. 234 (9n9/95) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 2405 ........................ Omnibus Science Auth ............................................. .......................................................... . 
H. Res. 237 (10/17195) .................................. MC .................................. . H.R. 2259 ........................ Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines ........ ....................................... ...................................... . 
H. Res. 238 (10/18195) ................................ .. MC .................................. . H.R. 2425 ........................ Medicare Preservation Act .................................................................................................. . 
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) .................................. C ..................................... . H.R. 2492 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ......................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 245 (10/25195) .................................. MC .................................. . H. Con. Res. 109 ............. Social Security Earnings Reform ....................................................................................... .. 

H.R. 2491 ........................ Seven-Year Balanced Budget ............................................................................................. . 
H. Res. 251 (10/31195) .................................. C ..................................... . H.R. 1833 ........................ Partial Birth Abortion Ban ................................................................................................ .. 
H. Res. 252 (10/31195) .................................. MO .................................. . H.R. 2546 ........................ D.C. Approps ...................................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 257 (ll/7195) .................................. .. C ..................................... . HJ. Res. 115 ................... Cont. Res. FY 1996 ............................................................................................................ . 
H. Res. 258 (! 118/95) .................................... MC .................................. . H.R. 2586 ........................ Debt Limit ........................................................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 259 (! 119/95) .................................... 0 ..................................... . H.R. 2539 ........................ ICC Termination Act ..................... ...... ............................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 261 (1119/95) .... ................................ C .................................... .. HJ. Res. 115 ................... Cont. Resolution ............. ................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 262 (1119/95) ................................ .... C .................................... .. H.R. 2586 ........................ Increase Debt Limit ............................................................................................................ . 
H. Res. 269 (11/15195) .................................. 0 ..................................... . H.R. 2564 ........................ Lobbying Reform ................................................................................................................ .. 
H. Res. 270 (11115195) .................................. C ..................................... . HJ. Res. 122 ................... Further Cont. Resolution .................................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 273 (! 1/16/95) ............ ...................... MC ......... ........................ .. H.R. 2606 ...... .................. Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia .................... ................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 284 (1 In9/95) .................................. 0 ................... ................. .. H.R. 1788 ........................ Amtrak Reform ....... ............................................................................................................ . 
H. Res. 287 (11/30/95) .................................. 0 .................................... .. H.R. 1350 ........................ Maritime Security Act ...................................... .............................................. ................... .. . 
H. Res. 293 (1217 /95) .................................... C ................... .................. . H.R. 2621 ........................ Protect Federal Trust Funds ............................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 303 (12113195) .................................. 0 ..................................... . H.R. 1745 ........................ Utah Public Lands. 
H. Res. 309 (12/18195) .................................. C ..................................... . H.Con. Res. 122 .............. Budget Res. W/President ................................................................................................... .. 
H. Res. 313 (12/19195) .................................. 0 .................................... .. H.R. 558 .......................... Texas Low-Level Radioactive ........................... ................................................................... . 
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) .................................. C ..................................... . H.R. 2677 ........................ Natl. Pal'Xs & Wildlife Refuge. 
H. Res. 366 (2/27196) .................................... MC ................................. .. H.R. 2854 ........................ Farm Bill. 

Disposition of rule 

A: voice vote (Vl/95). 
A: voice vote (Vl/95). 
A: voice vote (212/95). 
A: voice vote (217 /95) . 
A: voice vote (217 /95). 
A: voice vote (219/95). 
A: voice vote (Vl0/95). 
A: voice vote <Vl3/95). 
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PO: 229-100; A: 227-127 <VlS/95). 
PO: 230-19!; A: 229-188 (2/21195). 
A: voice vote (2/22/95). 
A: 282-144 (2/22195). 
A: 252-175 (2123/95). 
A: 253-165 (2/27195). 
A: voice vote (2/28195). 
A: 271-151 (3/2/95). 

A: voice vote (3/6195). 
A: 257-155 (3/7195). 
A: voice vote (318/95). 
PO: 234-191 A: 247-181 (319195). 
A: 242-190 (3/15195). 
A: voice vote (3n&'95). 
A: voice vote (3/21195). 
A: 217-211 (3/22195). 
A: 423-1 (414195). 
A: voice vote (4/6/95). 
A: 228-204 (415/95). 
A: 253-172 (416/95). 
A: voice vote (sn/95). 
A: voice vote (5/9195). 
A: 414-4 (S/10/95). 
A: voice vote (5115195). 
A: voice vote (5115195). 
A: voice vote (5115195). 
PO: 252-170 A: 255-168 ·;.'#~.?/95). 
A: 233-176 (5123195). 
PO: 225-191 A: 233-183 (6/13/95). 
PO: 223-180 A: 245-155 (6/16/95). 
PO: 232-196 A: 236-191 (6/20/95). 
PO: 221-178 A: 217-175 (6/22195). 
A: voice vote (7112195). 
PO: 258-170 A: 271-152 (6/2&'95). 
PO: 236-194 A: 234-192 (6/29/95). 
PO: 235-193 0: 192-238 (7112195). 
PO: 230-194 A: 229-195 (7113/95). 
PO: 242-185 A: voice vote (7118195). 
PO: 232-192 A: voice vote (7/18195). 
A: voice vote (7120/95). 
PO: 217-202 (7121195). 
A: voice vote (7/24195). 
A: voice vote (7125195). 
A: 230-189 (7125195). 
A: voice vote (&'1/95). 
A: 409-1 (7 /31195). 
A: 255-156 (&'2/95). 
A: 323-104 (&'2195). 
A: voice vote (9/12195). 
A: voice vote (9/12195). 
A: voice vote (9/13195). 
A: 414-0 (9/13/95). 
A: 388-2 (9/19195). 
PO: 241-173 A: 375-39-1 (9n0/95). 
A: 304-118 (9/20/95). 
A: 344-66-1 (9/27195). 
A: voice vote (9/28195). 
A: voice vote (9127195). 
A: voice vote (9/28195). 
A: voice vote (10/11195). 
A: voice vote (10/1&'95). 
PO: 231-194 A: 227-192 (10/19/95). 
PO: 235-184 A: voice vote (10/31195). 
PO: 228-191 A: 235-185 UDn6/95). 

A: 237-190 (11/1195). 
A: 241-181 (11/1195). 
A: 216-210 (1118195). 
A: 220-200 (! 1110/95). 
A: voice vote (11/14195). 
A: 223-182 (11/10/95). 
A: 220-185 (11/10/95). 
A: voice vote (11116/95). 
A: 229-176 (11/15195). 
A: 239-181 (11/17/95). 
A: voice vote (! 1/30/95). 
A: voice vote (1216/95) 
PO: 223-183 A: 228-184 (12/14195) 

PO: 230-188 A: 229-189 (12/19/95) 
A: voice vote (! 2120/95) 

Codes: Q..open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PO-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
made in order by this rule, the Agri
culture Market Transition Act; in 
other words, the farm bill, was taken 
largely from the agricultural title of 
the Balanced Budget Act. If the Presi-

dent had signed that bill, the farmers 
of America would have had a farm pol
icy in place with plenty of time to plan 
for their 1996 crops. Unfortunately, 
President Clinton vetoed the Balanced 
Budget Act, so now that the time for 

planting is coming close in many parts 
of the country, the need to move this 
bill promptly is very, very important. 

Therefore, it is necessary to have a 
rule which places some limits on the 
number of amendments which may be 
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offered on the House floor today. The 
Committee on Rules tried to be as fair 
as possible to all who would like to 
offer amendments on all of the con
troversial issues. Amendments have 
been made in order on every single one 
of those. 

On February 16, about 12 days ago, I 
sent a "Dear Colleague" letter to every 
Member of the House, all committee 
offices, and all leadership offices on 
both sides of the aisle, notifying them 
that any Member desiring to offer an 
amendment to this bill should file it 
with the Committee on Rules by 3 p.m. 
on Monday, February 26. That was the 
day before yesterday. An announce
ment of this process was then made on 
the floor of the House at the next 
available opportunity by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss]. A 
total of 75 amendments were filed in re
sponse to that announcement, so evi
dently Members have had more than 
enough time to file their amendments. 
I am very pleased about that. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules 
has been as fair as possible in produc
ing this rule on the floor today. The 
rule provides 2 hours of general debate, 
equally divided, followed by the consid
eration of a total of 16 amendments 
which are specified in the report ac
companying this rule. Amendments are 
made in order dealing with the major 
areas of controversy; namely, the dairy 
program, the sugar program, the pea
nut program, the cotton program, and 
a conservation program, and each of 
these major issue amendments have bi
partisan sponsorship from both sides of 
the aisle. It is important to make that 
notation. 

Of the remaining amendments, five 
are offered by Democrats and two of 
those have bipartisan sponsorship as 
well. There are amendments dealing 
with the environmental concerns, such 
as the Conservation Reserve Program 
and environmental restoration in the 
Everglades. While not every possible 
amendment is in order, the areas of 
greatest concern will have an oppor
tunity to be debated fully, and if the 
House can work its will on this legisla
tion, we will immediately appoint con
ferees, go to conference with the Sen
ate, and get a farm bill that the farm
ers of this country can depend on and 
we can do it right away. 

The rule waives all points of order to 
allow consideration of the bill and the 
amendments specified in the report ac
companying this rule. The amendments 
will be considered in the order printed 
in the report and will not be subject to 
further amendment. The debate time 
for each amendment is set forth in that 
report based on the time that was re
quested from both sides of the aisle. We 
have allocated as much time as was re
quested. So here again we have been as 
fair as we could. 

In order to expedite consideration of 
the amendments where agreements can 

be worked out, the rule also provides 
that the chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture may offer amendments en 
bloc. That means he may join them to
gether, consisting of amendments 
printed in the Committee on Rules re
port or germane modifications of those 
amendments. If the proponent of the 
original amendments does not agree 
with what is being offered by the chair
man, he or she may still offer the origi
nal amendment. So nobody is being 
gagged. If you do not want your 
amendment considered en bloc, it will 
not be, and you will have a separate 
vote on it. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides a very 
fair way to consider a complex piece of 
legislation, and it merits the support of 
this House. Mr. Speaker, the bill made 
in order by this rule is designed to 
move the Government out of the farm
ing business and let farmers start pro
ducing to meet market needs, rather 
than producing to meet the require
ments of Government programs. That 
is what this is all about. That is what 
this debate is all about today. 

In the long run, this will result in 
lower costs to the taxpayers and more 
efficient production of food for con
sumers by the farmers of this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask for a " yes" vote 
on the previous question, a "yes" vote 
on the rule, and a "yes" vote on final 
passage of this bill. We need to get it to 
the President for his signature. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 366 is 
a modified closed rule to consider H.R. 
2854, the Agriculture Market Transi
tion Program. As my colleague, Mr. 
SOLOMON, has described, this rule pro
vides 2 hours of general debate, equally 
divided between the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

Under this rule, only those amend
ments included in the Rules Commit
tee report may be offered. It also per
mits a motion to recommit, with or 
without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, I am generally opposed 
to rules such as this which restrict the 
rights of Members to freely amend 
pending legislation. There is a long tra
dition of the House considering farm 
legislation under an open rule and I am 
reluctant to break with that tradition. 

This week, the Rules Committee re
ceived requests to make in order more 
than 70 separate amendments. This 
modified closed rule makes in order 
only 16. Many worthwhile amendments 
important to Members of both sides of 
the aisle were denied. 

H.R. 2854, in its present form, does 
not adequately address a number of 
basic requirements that should be in 
farm legislation. It is my understand
ing that, without modification, the 

President would veto it. Some of the 
amendments that would be made in 
order by this rule, if passed, would im
prove the bill. 

One of these amendments is a bipar
tisan effort sponsored by Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. BEREUTER, and me. This 
amendment reauthorizes key export 
and food assistance programs and im
proves flexibility in the delivery and 
development of food aid programs. 

Because the authority for food aid 
programs has expired, the United 
States has lost much of its ability to 
respond to new demands and food crises 
overseas. If these programs are not re
authorized, many people in places like 
Rwanda, Bosnia, and Angola, will go 
hungry. In these countries of crises, 
American food assistance is the dif
ference between life and death. In 
countries recovering from a recent 
emergency, such as Ethiopia, Mozam
bique, and Haiti, the lack of food aid 
could cause severe food shortages. 

The Roth-Hamilton-Bereuter-Hall 
amendment reauthorizes these food aid 
programs for 7 years and renews Amer
ica's pledge that we will not abandon 
the hungry and the needy of the world. 

An estimated 800 million people 
around the world suffer from early 
death, disease, and stunted growth be
cause they don't have enough to eat. I 
feel strongly that as we move forward 
with farm legislation, we must not 
abandon America's longstanding com
mitment to fighting starvation and 
helping needy people around the world. 

Another amendment which would 
also improve the bill and which was 
made in order is sponsored by Mr. SOL
OMON and Mr. DOOLEY and is a sub
stitute to the dairy title of H.R. 2854. 
The existing dairy title would increase 
the cost of dairy products to consum
ers. It would also increase the cost to 
taxpayers for certain hunger assistance 
programs, such as the program helping 
women, infants, and children. 

Therefore, it is my hope that the 
amending process on the House floor 
and the subsequent conference with the 
Senate will result in a bill that the 
President can sign and that will help 
farmers, consumers, and needy people 
here and abroad. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from 
Sanibel, FL [Mr. Goss], a very valuable 
member of the Committee on Rules, 
like a right arm to me. 

0 1145 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman from Glens Falls, the distin
guished chairman of the Rules Com
mittee, for yielding me this time. Mr. 
Speaker, I'm pleased to rise in support 
of this very fair and comprehensive 
rule for the consideration of H.R. 2854, 
the Agricultural Market Transition 
Program. There are two critical factors 
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that went into the creation of this 
rule. 

Time is of the essence-the Presi
dent's veto of the Balanced Budget Act 
has left farmers in the lurch, forcing us 
to expedite the process here on the 
House floor at this late February date. 

The second principle that went into 
forging the rule is that a debate about 
the fundamental principles behind our 
farm programs is desirable and heal thy 
at this point. We are on the verge of 
approving a 7-year authorization for 
most major commodity programs, to
bacco being a notable exception. We 
need to be sure we know where Amer
ican farmers and consumers are head
ed. As any guide traversing the Ever
glades will tell you, it is far better to 
consult the map and plot a course be
fore setting out across the territory, 
rather than after you have gotten lost. 

Personally, I believe that the time 
for deep Government involvement in 
agricultural markets ended long ago. I 
would like to see this country move 
away from this last bastion of central 
economic planning and into a true free
market system that will reward farm
ers and consumers alike. The rule be
fore us allows the House to consider 
important amendments in all the 
major commodity areas, including rice, 
cotton, wheat, peanuts, dairy, and 
more. I look forward to supporting my 
colleague from Florida, DAN MILLER, 
on his amendment to gradually phase 
out the sugar price support program
this is an issue of some consequence to 
southwest Floridians. From the jobs 
point of view and consumers point of 
view and quality of life. The rule also 
allows for amendments dealing with 
the issue of conservation. In Florida, 
we have learned a lesson about con
servation that should be noted nation
wide-without proper environmental 
stewardship and protection, national 
treasures like the Everglades could lit
erally disappear. An amendment to be 
offered later will provide some much
needed funding for Everglades restora
tion-this is a necessary and respon
sible step that Congress can take on a 
major environmental issue and I would 
urge my colleagues to support the 
Foley amendment. While the Rules 
Committee could not possibly make in 
order all the amendments filed-there 
were 74 of them-I am confident that 
this fair and balanced rule allows for a 
full debate of American farm policy. 

If my colleagues doubt that, I ask 
them to stay tuned for the next 2 days 
because they are going to hear it and 
see it. It certainly says that this rule is 
worthy of Members' support, and I urge 
Members' support for the rule. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], the very 
distinguished former chairman of the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Ohio for yielding 

time to me. I appreciate his participa
tion on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is late. This 
bill is bad. This bill will cost American 
families a lot of money. 

It's also being brought up under a 
modified closed rule. So there's going 
to be just about nothing we can do to 
fix it. 

Mr. Speaker, restrictive rules are 
starting to be pretty regular events 
these days. 

In fact, during the 2d session of the 
104th Congress, my Republican col
leagues have brought up 100-percent re
strictive rules. In other words, they 
haven' t allowed the House of Rep
resentatives to fix a single one of their 
bills this year-and many of them 
badly needed fixing. 

Mr. Speaker, today we have a bill 
that gives handouts to large corpora
tions while it takes away the safety 
net for family farmers. It's welfare for 
the rich and fertilizer for the rest. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out to 
my colleagues a very serious problem 
with this rule that will hurt American 
consumers, especially families with 
children. This rule contains a nonfat 
milk solid unfunded mandate on Amer
ican consumers to the tune of $400 mil
lion a year. 

Under this bill, milk prices will go 
up, possibly as high as 40 cents a gal
lon. This huge increase in milk prices 
will raise costs for families with chil
dren, it will mean that food stamps are 
worth less, it will mean that WIC does 
less for expectant mothers, and that 
school lunch programs have to pay 
more to get less. 

I don't believe we were sent to Wash
ington to do that. 

Many of my colleagues may remem
ber the 8 days last January my Repub
lican colleagues promised an end to un
funded mandates which tell businesses 
what to do but don't give them the 
money to pay for it. 

Now, given what my Republican col
leagues promised last January, we 
should be able to do something about 
this. We should be able to strike this 
milk solid mandate and save American 
families the 40 cents a gallon they'll 
soon be paying at the cash register. 

But this rule says no. This rule 
says-remember that issue that was so 
important last year? Well, it's not so 
important anymore. This rule takes 
the much-ballyhooed rules change giv
ing Members the right to strike un
funded mandates and throws it out the 
window. 

Specifically it prevents Members 
from offering motions to strike Federal 
unfunded mandates which CBO says 
will cost American consumers $3.6 bil
lion over the next 7 years. 

So if my colleagues like the idea of 
the American people anteing up at the 
grocery store to pay for this ridiculous 
milk solid idea; if my colleagues have 
changed their opposition to unfunded 

mandates; they should support this 
rule. If not, I urge them to oppose this 
rule. Let's break the 100-percent re
strictive rules record and help Amer
ican consumers while we're at it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the pre
vious speaker is one of my best friends, 
but one could sure tell he does not 
know much about cows. Maybe there 
are not any in downtown Boston. They 
have some other good things over in 
Boston, though. 

The next speaker I am going to rec
ognize came to this Congress with me 
18 years ago, and I just cannot under
stand why he has not changed a bit. It 
must be something to do with the milk 
he drinks up at Fond du Lac, WI, but 
he is a great Member of this body. He 
and I agree on 99.44 percent of every
thing except maybe milk. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI]. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, the only 
thing is that both of our heads of hair 
are getting to look a little bit more 
like a nice white glass of milk. 

Mr. Speaker, in all the years the 
Democrats controlled the House, every 
farm bill came up under an open rule. 
A year ago my party took over with 
grand promises of greater openness. 
And now we are presented with the 
first-ever closed rule on a farm bill. 

Seventy-odd amendments were sub
mitted to Rules and only 16 are al
lowed. 

I sought, together with several of my 
colleagues, to offer an amendment to 
phase out the Federal dairy program, 
of which my own district is probably 
the third largest beneficiary in the 
country. 

The dairy program is the most byzan
tine Soviet style price fixing scheme in 
the entire Federal Government. Even 
many of my dairy farmer constituents 
are prepared to kill this monstrosity 
because they know it is completely un
necessary and even harmful to their in
dustry. 

If we cannot kill this program with 
leadership from the heart of dairy 
country, what can we kill? 

I have been working on this effort for 
the past year, and my amendment is 
supported by a wide array of pro-free
mar ket, pro-taxpayer, pro-consumer, 
and industry groups running clear 
across the political spectrum. And now 
this rule tells me I cannot offer it. 

Don't we Republicans believe in 
openness? Don't we believe in free mar
kets? Don't we believe in deregulation? 
Don't we believe in smaller govern
ment? Don't we believe in balancing 
the budget? 

Whatever happened to all these prin
ciples? I will tell you what happened. 
They are all being trampled under the 
heel of this rule. 

I urge all my colleagues to vote 
against this profoundly embarrassing 
closed rule. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
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Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] , the once and fu
t ure chairman of the Committee on Ap
propria ti ons. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would urge 
Members to vote against this rule and 
against this bill. This is probably the 
worst farm bill to have hit the floor of 
the House in the last 25 years. 

I especially want to address myself to 
dairy. I do not know if Members are 
aware of it, but under the rules which 
have applied in this country since 
roughly 1934, if you are a dairy farmer 
and live in Florida, you are paid, cour
tesy of the Government milk market
ing order system, about $3 more for 100 
pounds of milk than you are paid if you 
live in Wisconsin. I do not think that 
makes any sense. Yet this bill today is 
going to see to it that that system con
tinues far longer than it ought to. 

My friend, the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. GUNDERSON] tried to pro
vide a compromise approach to the 
dairy milk marketing order situation, 
which tried to end that ridiculous milk 
marketing order system within 2 years. 
Unfortunately, it did not accomplish 
its goal. So, in my view, the Gunderson 
amendment is well-intentioned but in
effective. But now, to make matters 
worse, the Committee on Rules has al
lowed the amendment to be offered by 
the gentleman from New York, [Mr. 
SOLOMON], the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules, which will retain that 
existing, ridiculously stupid milk mar
keting order system for 4 years. And 
there is virtually no mechanism in the 
bill by which we can end that outrage. 

There is absolutely no reasonable 
public policy reason why a farmer from 
one part of the country should get $3 
more for 100 pounds of milk than they 
get in another part of the country. And 
in my view, the amendment that Mr. 
SOLOMON offers is going to make the 
situation worse. 

It seems to me that this bill, with 
the limited number of amendments 
that are being allowed, this bill 
amounts to nothing more than a rip-off 
of taxpayers and a kiss-off for most 
upper Midwest dairy farmers. I am not 
going to have any choice but to vote 
against the rule, to vote against the 
Solomon amendment, to vote against 
the entire bill, because, frankly, this 
farm bill is a turkey. And what ought 
to happen to it is what happens to most 
turkeys on Thanksgiving. It ought to 
be devoured. It should not be passed by 
a respectable legislative body. 

I would urge Members to vote against 
the bill. If the Committee on Agri
culture cannot do better than this, it 
ought to be disbanded. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me just say to the previous 
speaker that if we do not end up with 
a farm bill, we are not going to have 
any corn to feed the turkeys and there 
will not be any Thanksgiving. So on 
behalf of Thanksgiving, come over here 

and vote for this bill and let us get it 
passed into law. 

Let me also take exception to my 
two good friends that just spoke, one is 
a Republican from Wisconsin and an
other is a Democrat from Wisconsin. 
Let me just tell them that I would as
sume that the chairman of the Sub
committee on Livestock, Dairy, and 
Poultry, who is also from Wisconsin, 
wrote the dairy title that is in this bill. 
I would assume it has been written to 
their satisfaction. But now I hear a lot 
of opposition to it, and the opposition 
to my attempt to change it. 

Let me tell my colleagues how I at
tempt to change it. All of the organiza
tions that I know, whether they be con
servative people that want government 
off the backs and out of the pockets of 
the American people or whether they 
are consumer groups that want to 
make sure that prices do not skyrocket 
from legislation passed by this Con
gress, they all support the Solomon 
amendment. Members will see that 
later on this evening when the Solo
mon amendment comes up. 

Why is that? It is because the Solo
mon amendment takes a commodity 
called dairy and phases government 
subsidies out of it completely. If the 
Solomon amendment is adopted, it is 
the only commodity that will be to
tally phased out of government sub
sidies no longer supported by the tax
payer. That is what the Solomon 
amendment does. 

Second, the Solomon amendment 
changes the language in the current 
dairy title which Secretary Glickman, 
on the other side of the aisle, Secretary 
of Agriculture, told me in a letter yes
terday, and which all of the consumer 
groups are telling me today, that if the 
dairy title stays as it is, it will in
crease the cost of school lunches and 
food stamps by $1 billion. That means 
the taxpayers have got to come up with 
an additional Sl billion to pay for 
school lunches and food stamps. That 
is if the dairy title stays the same. 

D 1200 
If the Solomon amendment is adopt

ed, it does not raise it one nickel. 
WIC. If the dairy title stays in effect 

the way it is, it will deprive 80,000 peo
ple of the services of WIC, 80,000. The 
Solomon amendment will not deprive 
one. 

I am not going to get into it further; 
we will discuss it when we take up the 
amendment itself. But those are the 
differences between the Solomon 
amendment and between the existing 
dairy title. 

Now, why was the Solomon amend
ment made in order? You might say, 
well, because he was the chairman of 
the Committee on Rules and has a lit
tle weight up there, and that might 
have something to do with it. But the 
truth of the matter is that whether you 
are talking about sugar or peanuts or 

cotton or dairy or conservation, what 
we have done is make in order one 
amendment on each of those that 
would be an opposite views of what is 
in the bill . Those that want to abolish 
all sugar subsidies have their right on 
the floor. So we have been as fair as we 
possibly can. Certainly, we are not 
going to make in order two Wisconsin 
amendments to an already Wisconsin 
dairy bill; we just could not do that, 
because that would not be fair then to 
the rest of the country. 

So let us be fair about it. We have 
been fair about it. I urge you to sup
port the rule and the bill itself. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] . 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in a moment of some so
lemnity because it is always tragic 
when something dies young, and the 
one piece of legislation from the Con
tract With America, the unfunded man
dates bill , it had a very short life be
cause one of the things we heard last 
year that was very important was to 
prevent Congress from imposing un
funded mandates on the private sector. 
This legislation, according to the Con
gressional Budget Office , and let me 
read what the Congressional Budget of
fice says: 

CBO has determined that enacting this bill 
would impose private sector mandates, as de
fined in Public Law 104-4, an attachment to 
proviso analysis. According to CBO, over the 
life of this bill , $3.6 billion in unfunded man
dates are imposed on the private sector. 

The CBO says some of this increase 
will be passed on to users of sugar and 
sugar-containing products in the 
United States, most of us believe. 

Another point: "The bulk of such 
costs will be passed on to consumers in 
higher prices for fluid milk. " So we 
have a bill that is going to raise sugar 
products, raise milk prices. It is an un
funded mandate, and the Contract With 
America that was alluded to, the gen
tleman from New York said this was 
just a continuation of the Reagan revo
lution, which was interpreted, appar
ently, by George Bush, as I got the 
chronology. We had the Reagan revolu
tion. George Bush came around, and it 
got kind of sidetracked, but Mr. GING
RICH came out and put it back in. But 
what did he say? He said that there 
would be, under the rule, if the Con
gress passed an unfunded mandate bill 
on the private sector, as this bill is, ac
cording to CBO, then under this 
scheme any Member could get up on 
the floor and demand a separate vote 
on those unfunded mandates. 

Now CBO says this bill has many un
funded mandates. The unfunded man
date bill we passed last year says if 
such a bill comes forward, any Member 
can get up and demand a separate vote. 
But the Committee on Rules waived it. 
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So the first time the unfunded man

dates bill was relevant to legislation, 
the Committee on Rules made it go 
away. So the poor Contract With 
America barely is 2 months old, and 
out it goes. Apparently, the most im
portant part of the Contract With 
America was the escape clause because 
the Republicans have just escaped the 
rules. 

It reminds me, actually, the Contract 
of America, apparently this unfunded 
mandate business, of Groucho and 
Chico Marx in "Coconuts," I think it 
was, where they were going over the 
contract, where they were going over 
this clause and that clause, and Chico 
says to Groucho, "What's this clause?" 

Groucho says that is the sanity 
clause, and Chico throws it out and 
says, "You cannot fool me, there ain't 
no sanity clause." 

Apparently, there "ain' t " no un
funded mandates provision either. But 
there is a sanity clause. 

As my friend, the once and future 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
pointed out, this bill has got a lot of 
sanity clause provisions for farmers. 
One of the things that continues to im
press me is the fact that my conserv
ative colleagues, the believers in the 
free market, stand on their own two 
feet , get the government off of people's 
backs, get the government's hands out 
of our pockets, let the market govern; 
somewhere they have found a footnote 
in all those conservative texts that 
say, "But not for agriculture, not for 
peanuts, not for sugar, not for milk, 
not for tobacco." But that we will get 
into with the bill. 

The key point that has to be stressed 
is this: The one substantive piece of 
legislation affecting the general public 
that went through under the Contract 
of America was the unfunded mandates 
bill. Under the unfunded mandates bill , 
which I voted for, we should be having 
automatically separate votes on the 
billions of dollars of unfunded man
dates this agricultural bill imposes on 
the private sector of America. And we 
will not have any such votes because 
the Committee on Rules waived the 
provision. 

So people should understand that the 
Contract With America, the first time 
anything was relevant to the Contract 
With America came before us, the Re
publican Party decided to break the 
contract. Maybe the American people 
ought to respond next November. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker and 
my colleagues, I rise in opposition to 
the rule. Regardless of the amendments 
and regardless of the pros and the cons, 
I am concerned with the process, and I 
have, throughout these meetings, have 
disagreed with the process that no bill 
came out of the Committee on Agri
culture in the beginning. It was taken, 

picked from the air and put into the 
reconciliation bill , the one that was ve
toed by the President. 

Let me mention here a lot of col
leagues on the other side are saying 
the President vetoed a farm bill. He did 
not. He vetoed that whole mess that 
was a reconciliation bill. But let me 
say that I am not satisfied that we 
have followed a fair process-all of my 
tenure here in this Congress, 32 years, 
we have had bipartisanship, we have 
come out of the committee, disagree
ment here, disagreement there, but we 
have come out of the committee with a 
product from the committee. This is 
not a product from the committee. It 
has come from other sources for other 
reasons that is not a product of the 
committee. 

The rule does not provide for open
ness. We have always had open rules or 
the farm bill so that everyone, regard
less of how we feel or how they feel, 
has had an opportunity to address the 
issues in which they would be involved 
or which mattered to them. This has 
not been done, and as a former chair
man of the committee, I know there 
will be amendments that I would be op
posed to, but I cannot in good con
science agree to a rule that limits this 
Member or that Member. 

This is not a committee bill, this is 
not a consensus bill , and I must oppose 
the rule. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. GUNDERSON], one of the 
long-time Members of this body, who is 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry of the 
Committee on Agriculture. He and I 
sometimes disagree on the dairy issue, 
but I would yield him 2 minutes of 
time. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I was 
going to withhold my discussions on 
the dairy title until we got into gen
eral debate on the amendments later 
today or tomorrow, but as I listened to 
the rule debate , I think there are some 
things that need to be fully under
stood. 

The committee proposal on dairy is 
not the Wisconsin proposal, it is not 
the Midwest proposal, it is certainly 
not the Steve Gunderson proposal. 
Many of you are well aware that we did 
try to move toward a free market as a 
part of balanced budget one. Our lead
ership came to us and they said can 
you find the maximum amount of re
form that is politically acceptable? 
And so we did that. We have spent the 
last 2 months working with literally 
every region of the country to bring 
about as close to a national consensus 
as you will ever get the dairy industry 
to have in terms of reform. That is 
what is in the committee bill. 

And I think it is also important to 
understand when we talk about all 
these charges about what this bill is 
going to do to consumers, let us ask 

USDA. USDA does not talk about a bil
lion-dollar impact on feeding pro
grams; USDA says someplace between 
$4 to $500 million if we keep the Cali
fornia standards and mandate them for 
the entire country. 

Now, everybody knows there has to 
be modification in the California 
standards in conference. The Senate 
has nothing. We know we have got to 
modify that area. Frankly, we have 
pledged, we have pledged to certain 
people we will make some modifica
tions in that area. They know that, but 
they do not want to tell the truth, and 
that is not the gentleman from New 
York I am referring to. I am referring 
to the large manufacturing side of this 
industry, which has one goal: They 
want to keep the price support pro
gram in effect, they want to keep but
ter and powder on support for at least 
5 years so we cannot use GATT and get 
into the world dairy market and be
come a market-oriented dairy economy 
so that prices depress, farmers produce 
more milk trying to survive, and then 
all of a sudden they can buy cheap 
milk. 

This is not something being done out 
of the benevolent hearts of the large 
corporations for the poor farmers or 
poor consumers. Let us understand 
their motive in this one, my col
leagues. Look at the committee bill. It 
is a delicate compromise which re
sponds to every region of the country. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I too 
rise in strong opposition to this rule . 

I know the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] , the chairman of 
the committee, gave me one of my 
eight amendments, but it is not the 
one that I asked for; well , it is not the 
one I asked for , but that is all right. 
But the point is, and I think you go 
back to historical significance, this is 
a first time since I have been in this 
Congress, and I am now in my 20th 
year, that we have ever had a modified 
rule or semiclosed rule or closed rule 
on any farm bill. I was here in 1977, 
1981, 1985, and 1990. Every year was an 
open rule. That is under Democrats, 
not under Republicans. The Repub
licans say, no, you cannot have all 
those amendments. 

There were 74, if I remember right, 74 
or 75, that were noticed to the Commit
tee on Rules. I have looked at most of 
those amendments, and, to be honest 
with you, many of them are very im
portant. Those are ideas that a Member 
of this Congress came here about agri
culture, and he wanted to be able to 
bring it up, or he or she, on this floor 
when we had the farm bill. 

But the great wisdom of the Commit
tee on Rules, the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules says, no, that idea just 
is not any good, we are not going to ac
cept it. You do not have the right to 
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come to this floor and offer your 
amendment. 

That is what the Committee on Rules 
is telling Members of this Congress: 
They no longer have a right to offer le
gitimate amendments, and I think that 
is terrible. 

What is that doing to the House of 
Representatives? It is no longer a de
mocracy in this House of Representa
tives. The U.S. House of Representa
tives is now under autocratic rule, 
more like a dictatorship. We are not 
going to have the full debate on legis
lation on this floor. We are only going 
to debate the things we want to be de
bated. We are going to let them do a 
few things, but they cannot have full 
time to debate. 

Now in the past it has taken over a 
week to do a farm bill. They are going 
to do it in less than 2 days because 
they are not going to let Members fully 
debate their amendments. 

I strongly oppose the rule, and I 
strongly oppose the bill. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BOEHNER], the chairman of the Re
publican conference and member of the 
Committee on Agriculture, one of the 
most respected Members of this body. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman of the Rules Committee 
for yielding this time to me, and sug
gest to the Members that we have com
ing before us today the most sweeping 
change in ag policy that we have seen 
in 60 years. We make real reforms in ag 
policy to try to move agriculture in 
this country from a government-run 
supply control supply management 
program to more market orientation 
than we have seen again in 60 years. 

Now, we tried to bring this bill up 
about 3 weeks ago, and the gentleman 
who just spoke and preceded me, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK
MER], did everything he could to pre
vent the bill from coming to the floor. 
Now the gentleman from Missouri and 
all of us understand in ag country the 
farmers and bankers need to under
stand what the program is going to be 
because the Government ag program 
died last September 30, and so it is of 
utmost urgency that we move this bill 
through this House. 

Now, the Committee on Rules, and 
working with Members from both sides 
of the aisle, have allowed some 15 or 16 
amendments to be brought to the floor 
for debate. I believe there is ample 
time over the next 2 days to debate 
this fully and to represent all of the in
terests and concerns of all of the Mem
bers, and so I think that we have before 
us a good rule, and I would urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

0 1215 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 21/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. POMEROY]. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to begin my remarks by responding di-

rectly to the comments of the preced
ing speaker. He talks about the sweep
ing reforms contained in this farm bill. 
He is right, there are sweeping reforms. 
All the more important that we fully 
debate, that we consider alternatives. 

This new majority has taken another 
tack. They say "No, we have to do it 
our way, or you have to do it no way." 
That is no way to develop policy re
garding a very fundamentally impor
tant policy for agriculture in this 
country. 

Second, he suggests that here we are 
at the end of February 1996, without a 
farm bill, and that is because the mi
nority somehow prevented this body 
from developing a new farm bill. What 
bull that is. Come on. They failed to 
meet the demand of getting a new farm 
bill in place in 1995, they failed to bring 
it up in a timely manner in January 
1996; they took February off, for gosh 
sakes, against the opposition of vir
tually every Member on this side of the 
aisle. And to have the temerity to sug
gest that somehow this debacle is the 
fault of the minority is a bit much. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a real problem 
with this rule. It does not allow alter
natives to be considered, and the fatal 
flaw of the freedom to farm legislation 
is that it eliminates the safety net for 
farmers. Farmers have two risks they 
cannot control, Mr. Speaker. They can
not control falling prices and they can
not control production losses. The 
Freedom-To-Farm Act addresses nei
ther of those risks. In fact, it phases 
out the protections that have kept 
family farmers in the business of farm
ing for decades. 

I had an amendment which would 
have allowed the freedom-to-farm pay
ments in the first 2 years, but moved in 
a strong marketing loan program pro
viding some protection against falling 
prices for farmers over the second 5 
years of the program. I am bitterly dis
appointed that that was not made in 
order. I think it was an extraordinarily 
important alternative to be considered. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to quote the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules 
on preceding comments he has made 
about closed rules. He says: "Mr. 
Speaker, sometimes it is hard to con
vey to the average citizen what the 
fuss about restricted rules is all about, 
but when you are telling them they are 
being robbed of their full right to rep
resentation in the House of Represent
atives because a committee says their 
Congressman cannot offer amend
ments, they begin to see things in a 
different light;" the gentleman from 
New York, JERRY SOLOMON, April 28, 
1993. Then in closing he says, in a de
bate in March 1993, JERRY SOLOMON, 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
he says: "To paraphrase the real One 
Book, by your gag rules, you shall be 
known and reviled." That applies to 
the new majority in this instance with 
crystal clarity. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I just am compelled to 
respond a little bit. As I look at this 
bill before us, this is the farm bill that 
was in the Balanced Budget Act. Who 
vetoed the Balanced Budget Act? Presi
dent Clinton. If he had signed it, this 
bill would become law today. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
to set the record straight about the 
glorious past the Democrats are at
tempting to paint here, based on the 
gentleman's previous comments. We 
have been told that the last farm rule 
in 1990 was an open rule. In fact, it was 
what I would call modified open in that 
it required preprinting of amendments. 
However, the rule closed title 20 of the 
farm bill to any amendments. 

Moreover, after the amendment proc
ess had gone on for 2 weeks, the Rules 
Committee produced a second, modi
fied closed rule, to limit debate on the 
remaining amendments that had been 
printed in the RECORD. 

So, we do learn from the past, even if 
some would attempt to paint a rosier 
picture of it than existed. 

Finally, for those who yearn for 
those glorious days of open rules under 
the Democrats, let me point out that 
so far in this Congress 64 percent of our 
rules have been open or modified open 
compared t.o just 44 percent under the 
Democrats in the last Congress. 

So you have it much better in the 
Congress today than you have ever had 
it before. That is because I am going to 
see to it, we are going to try to make 
these as fair and open as we can. Watch 
what happens in the next several weeks 
as far as open rules are concerned. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD a summary of the amendment 
process on the 1990 farm bill (H.R. 3950). 

The material referred to is as follows: 
SUMMARY OF THE AMENDMENT PROCESS ON 

THE 1990 FARM BILL (H.R. 3950) 
On July 20, 1990, the Rules Committee re

ported a modified open rule (H. Res. 439) for 
consideration of the "Food and Agricultural 
Resources Act of 1990," H.R. 3950, requiring 
only that amendments must be pre-printed 
in the Congressional Record on or before 
July 20th. 

The rule provided for three and one-half 
hours of general debate-two hours to the Ag 
Committee, and 30 minutes each to the Ways 
and Means, Foreign Affairs and Education 
and Labor committees. The rule made in 
order the Ag Committee substitute as base 
text for amendment purposes, as modified by 
amendments printed in the Rules Commit
tee's report. The rule also permitted the Ag 
Committee chairman to offer en bloc amend
ments consisting of pre-printed amendments 
or germane modifications thereof. The rule 
permitted Rep. Gejdenson to offer an amend
ment to title XII (not printed in the report) 
and waived all points of order against it. The 
rule made in order an amendment printed in 
section 3 of the report on the rule that was 
not subject to amendment except by Rep. 
Panetta. Finally, the rule prohibited any 
amendments to title XIX of the bill. 

On July 23rd, the rule was adopted, 293 to 
80, and the House completed general debate. 
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The rule was then considered for amendment 
over an additional six day period: July 24, 25, 
27, 30, 31, and August 1. On August 1st the 
House passed the bill by a vote of 327-91. 

All t old, some 49 amendments were offered 
and vot ed- 14 on rollcall votes and 35 on 
voice votes. Of the 49 amendments offered, 37 
were offered by Democrats and just 12 were 
offered by Republicans. In addition, one 
Democrat and two Republican amendments 
were withdrawn, and points of order were 
sustained against two other Republican 
amendments. A total of 38 of the 49 amend
ments offered were adopted-most by voice 
vote. Of the 11 amendments not adopted, 7 
were defeated on recorded votes. (The Mad
igan motion to recommit with instructions 
to limit certain benefits were rejected on a 
division vote of 38 to 92.) 

holm, 20 minutes; and Frenzel , 40 minutes. 
Moreover, the rule limited debate t ime on 
any further en bloc amendments by the 
chairman and any other amendments pre
printed in the Record to not more than 10 
minutes each. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. POMEROY. I thank the chair
man for yielding. He is a man I respect , 
and I think he has made excellent 
points while he was a minority Member 
about opening up this place. 

Second, your statistics about what
ever number of rules are open versus 
closed is of no consequences to North 
Dakota, when the farm bill is up under 
a closed rule. Agriculture in North Da
kota is better than half of our econ
omy. This is the big kahuna. This is 
the most important legislation that 
this body will consider relative to my 
State, and you have not allowed me to 
offer an important alternative to the 
freedom to farm bill. We deserve bet
ter, Mr. Speaker. I hope my colleagues 
vote down this rule. 

Note.-It should be noted that on July 31st 
the Rules Committee reported a second rule 
(H. Res. 444) on the bill that limited debate 
time on four specified amendments (Conte, 
20 minutes; Conte 60 minutes; Stenholm, 20 
minutes and a De Fazio amendment to Sten-

Mr. SOLOMON. I am going to. 
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I have 

in my hand the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of the consideration of the rules from 
the preceding farm bills back to 1965. 
By my reading, none has been consid
ered under a rule as restrictive as the 
one considered today. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I in
clude certain extraneous material at 
this point in the RECORD. This has to 
do with the various rules that have 
come to the floor in this past session 
relative to closed rules. As a matter of 
fact , it affects all rules. 

The material referred to is as follows: 

FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS; COMPILED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE DEMOCRATS 

Bill No. Ti tle Resolution No. 

H.R. 1 * ................................ Compliance ........•.................................................................................... H. Res. 6 
H. Res. 6 ........... :................. Opening Day Rules Package .................................................................. H. Res. 5 
H.R. 5* ................................ Unfunded Mandates ............................................................................... H. Res. 38 

HJ. Res. 2* ...............•......... Balanced Budget .......................................••............•.............................. H. Res. 44 
H. Res. 43 ........................... Committee Hearings Scheduling ............................................................ H. Res. 43 (OJ) 
H.R. 2* ................................ Line Item Veto .............•.......................................................................... H. Res. 55 
H.R. 665* ..................•.......•. Victim Restitution Act of 1995 .............................................................. H. Res. 61 
H.R. 666* ............................ Exclusionary Rule Reform Act of 1995 .................................................. H. Res. 60 
H.R. 667* ............................ Violent Criminal Incarceration Act of 1995 ........................... .......... ...... H. Res. 63 
H.R. 668* ............................ The Criminal Alien Deportation Improvement Act ................................. H. Res. 69 
H.R. 728* ............................ Loca l Government Law Enforcement Block Grants ................................ H. Res. 79 
H.R. 7* ........................•.....•. National Security Revitalization Act ....................................................... H. Res. 83 
H.R. 729* ............................ Death Penalty/Habeas ............................................................................ NIA 
S. 2 ...................................... Senate Compliance ................................................................................. NIA 
H.R. 831 .............................. To Permanently Extend the Health Insurance Deduction for the Self- H. Res. 88 

Empkrjed. 
H.R. 830* .•.........................• The Paperwork Reduction Act •...................•........................................... H. Res. 91 
H.R. 889 .............................. Emergency SupplementaVRescinding Certa in Budget Authority ........... H. Res. 92 
H.R. 450* ............................ Regulatocy Moratorium ....................................... .................................... H. Res. 93 
H.R. 1022* .......................... Risk Assessment ....................•............................................................... H. Res. 96 
H.R. 926* ............................ Regulatocy Flexibility .............................................................................. H. Res. 100 
H.R. 925* .......•........... .......•. Private Property Protection Act ....... ......•................................................ H. Res. 101 

H.R. 1058* .......................... Securities Litigation Reform Act ............................................................ H. Res. 105 

H.R. 988* ............................ The Attorney Accountability Act of 1995 ............................................... H. Res. 104 
H.R. 956* ............................ Product Liability and Legal Reform Act ................................................. H. Res. 109 

H.R. 1158 ............................ Making Emergency Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions ...... H. Res. 115 

HJ. Res. 73* ....................... Term Limits ............................................................................................ H. Res. 116 

H.R. 4* ................................ Welfare Reform ....................................................................................... H. Res. 119 

H.R. 1271 * .. ........................ Family Privacy Act .................................................................................. H. Res. 125 
H.R. 660* ............................ Housing for Older Persons Act ............................................................... H. Res. 126 
H.R. 1215* ..•........•...•••......•. The Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 129 

H.R. 483 .............................. Medicare Select Extension ...................................................................... H. Res. 130 

H.R. 655 .............................. Hydrogen Future Act ............................................................................... H. Res. 136 
H.R. 1361 ............................ Coast Guard Authorization ..................................................................... H. Res. 139 

H.R. 961 .............................. Clean Water Act ..................................................................................... H. Res. 140 

H.R. 535 .............................. Corning National Fish Hatchery Conveyance Act ................................... H. Res. 144 
H.R. 584 .............................. Conveyance of the Fairport National Fish Hatchery to the State of H. Res. 145 

Iowa. 
H.R. 614 .............................. Conveyance of the New London National Fish Hatchery Production Fa- H. Res. 146 

cility. 
H. Con. Res. 67 ................... Budget Resolution .................................................................................. H. Res. 149 

Process used for floor consideration 

Closed .......................................................................................................................................... . 
Closed; contained a closed rule on H.R. 1 within the closed rule ............................................ . 
Restrictive; Motion adopted over Democratic objection in the Committee of the Whole to 

limit debate on section 4; Pre-printing gets preference. 
Restrictive; only certain substitutes ........................................................................................... . 
Restrictive; considered in House no amendments ................................................................. ... .. 
Open: Pre-printing gets preference .......................................... ............................... .................... . 
Open; Pre-printing gets preference ............................................................................................. . 
Open; Pre-printing gets preference .. ........................................................................................... . 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments ......................... .................................... .............. . 
Open; Pre-printing gets preference; Contains self-executing provision .... ................................ . 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments: Pre-printing gets preference .......................... .. 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ........................... . 
Restrictive; brought up under UC with a 6 hr. time cap on amendments ............................... . 
Closed; Put on Suspension Calendar over Democratic objection .............................................. . 
Restrictive; makes in order only the Gibbons amendment; Waives all points of order; Con-

tains self-executing provision. 
Open ............................. .............................................................................................................. .. 
Restrictive; makes in order only the Obey substitute ................................................................ . 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ........................... . 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments ........................................................................... . 
Open ................................................. ........................................................................................... . 
Restrictive-, 12 hr. time cap on amendments; Requires Members to pre-print their amend

ments in the Record prior to the bill's consideration for amendment. waives germaneness 
and budget act points of order as well as points of order concerning appropriating on a 
legislative bill against the committee substitute used as base text. 

Restrictive: 8 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference; Makes in order the 
Vftden amendment and waives germaneness against it. 

Restrictive; 7 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ............................. .. 
Restrictive; makes in order only 15 germane amendments and denies 64 germane amend

ments from being considered. 
Restrictive: Combines emergency H.R. 1158 & nonemergency 1159 and strikes the abortion 

provision; makes in order only pre-printed amendments that include offsets within the 
same chapter (deeper cuts in programs already cut); waives points of order against three 
amendments; waives cl 2 of rule XXI against the bill, cl 2. XXI and cl 7 of rule XVI 
against the substitute; waives cl 2(e) od rule XXI against the amendments in the Record; 
10 hr time cap on amendments. 30 minutes debate on each amendment. 

Restrictive; Makes in order only 4 amendments considered under a "Queen of the Hill" pro
cedure and denies 21 germane amendments from being considered. 

Restrictive; Makes in order only 31 perfecting amendments and two substitutes; Denies 130 
germane amendments from being considered; The substitutes are to be considered under 
a "Queen of the Hill" procedure; All points of order are waived against the amendments. 

Open ............................. ............................................................ ................................................... . 
Open ............................. .............................................................................................................. .. 
Restrictive; Self Executes language that makes tax cuts contingent on the adoption of a 

balanced budget plan and strikes section 3006. Makes in order only one substitute. 
Waives all points of order against the bill, substitute made in order as original text and 
Gephardt substitute. 

Restrictive: waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill; makes H.R. 1391 in order as origi
nal text: makes in order only the Dingell substitute; allows Commerce Committee to file a 
report on the bill at any time. 

Open ............................................................................................................................................ . 
Open; waives sections 302(!) and 308(a) of the Congressional Budget Act against the bill's 

consideration and the committee substitute; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI against the com
mittee substitute. 

Open; pre-printing gets preference; waives sections 302(1) and 602(bl of the Budget Act 
against the bill's consideration; wa ives cl 7 of rule XVI. cl S(a) of rule XXI and section 
302(1) of the Budget Act against the committee substitute. Makes in order Shuster sub
stitute as first order of business. 

Open ............................................................................................................................................ . 
Open ............................................................................................................................................ . 

Open ............................................................................................................................................ . 

Restrictive; Makes in order 4 substitutes under regular order: Gephardt, Neumann/Solomon, 
Payne/Owens, President's Budget if printed in Record on 5117/95; waives all points of 
order against substitutes and concurrent resolution; suspends application of Rule XUX 
with respect to the resolution; self-executes Agriculture language. 

Amendments 
in order 

None. 
None. 

NIA. 

2R; 4D. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 

None. 
lD. 

NIA. 
10. 

NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
lD. 

ID. 

NIA. 
8D: 7R. 

NIA. 

lD; 3R 

5D; 26R. 

NIA. 
NIA. 
10. 

lD. 

NIA. 
NIA. 

NIA. 

NIA. 
NIA. 

NIA. 

3D: lR. 
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FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS; COMPILED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE DEMOCRATS-Continued 

Bill No. Title Resolution No. 

H.R. 1561 ............................ American Overseas Interests Act of 1995 ............................................. H. Res. 155 

H.R. 1530 ............................ National Defense Authorization Act FY 1996 .................... ...............•..... H. Res. 164 

H.R. 1817 ............................ Military Construction Appropriations; FY 1996 .................•.................... H. Res. 167 

H.R. 1854 ....... ..•.................. legislative Branch Appropriations ........•••.........................•.................... H. Res. 169 

H.R. 1868 ............................ Foreign Operations Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 170 

H.R. 1905 ............................ Energy & Water Appropriations ..................................... ......................... H. Res. 171 

HJ. Res. 79 ......................... Constitutional Amendment to Permit Congress and States to Prohibit H. Res. 173 
the Physical Desecration of the American Flag. 

H.R. 1944 ......•....... .............. Recissions Bill ..............................................•.•....•.................... .............. H. Res. 175 

H.R. 1868 (2nd rule) ........... Foreign Operations Appropriations .••............................................•......... H. Res. 177 

H.R. 1977 *Rule Defeated* Interior Appropriations ............................................................................ H. Res. 185 

H.R. 1977 ............................ Interior Appropriations ............................................................................ H. Res. 187 

H.R. 1976 .......•.................... Agriculture Appropriations ...................................................................... H. Res. 188 

H.R. 1977 (3rd rule) ........... Interior Appropriations ...•...... ..............................•................................... H. Res. 189 

H.R. 2020 ............................ Treasury Postal Appropriations .............................................................. H. Res. 190 

HJ. Res. 96 ...................... ... Disapproving MFN for China .................................................................. H. Res. 193 

H.R. 2002 ............................ Transportation Appropriations ................................................................ H. Res. 194 

H.R. 70 ................................ Exports of Alaskan North Slope Oil ................................... ..................... H. Res. 197 

H.R. 2076 ............................ Commerce. Justice Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 198 

H.R. 2099 ............................ VA/HUD Appropriations ........................................................................... H. Res. 201 

S. 21 .................................... Termination of U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia .............•.•...................... H. Res. 204 

H.R. 2126 ............................ Defense Appropriations .......................................................................... H. Res. 205 

H.R. 1555 ............................ Communications Act of 1995 ................................................................ H. Res. 207 

H.R. 2127 ............................ Labor/HHS Appropriations Act ................................................................ H. Res. 208 

H.R. 1594 ............................ Economically Targeted Investments ................•..•.•.•...•........................... H. Res. 215 
H.R. 1655 ............................ Intelligence Authorization ....................................................................... H. Res. 216 

H.R. 1162 ............................ Deficit Reduction Lock Box .................................................................... H. Res. 218 

H.R. 1670 ............................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1995 ................................................ H. Res. 219 

H.R. 1617 ............................ To Consolidate and Reform Worldorce Development and Literacy Pro- H. Res. 222 
grams Act (CAREERS). 

H.R. 2274 •.....................•..... National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 224 

H.R. 927 .............................. Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995 .......................... H. Res. 225 

H.R. 743 .............................. The Teamwork for EmplO'Jees and managers Act of 1995 .................... H. Res. 226 

Process used for floor consideration Amendments 
in order 

Restrictive; Requires amendments to be printed in the Record prior to their consideration; NIA. 
10 hr. time cap; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill's consideration; Also waives 
sections 302(1). 303(a). 308(a) and 402(a) against the bill's consideration and the com-
mittee amendment in order as original text; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI against the 
amendment; amendment consideration is closed at 2:30 p.m. on May 25. 1995. Self-exe-
cutes provision which removes section 2210 from the bill. This was done at the request 
of the Budget Committee. 

Restrictive; Makes in order only the amendments printed in the report; waives all points of 36R; 18D; 2 
order against the bill. substitute and amendments printed in the report. Gives the Chair- Bipartisan. 
man en bloc authority. Self-executes a provision which strikes section 807 of the bill; 
provides for an additional 30 min. of debate on Nunn-Lugar section; Allows Mr. Clinger 
to offer a modification of his amendment with the concurrence of Ms. Collins. 

Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill; 1 hr. general debate; Uses House NIA. 
passed budget numbers as threshold for spending amounts pending passage of Budget. 

Restrictive; Makes in order only 11 amendments: waives sections 302(1) and 308(a) of the SR: 4D: 2 
Budget Act against the bill and cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill. All points of Bipartisan. 
order are waived against the amendments. 

Open; waives cl. 2. cl. 5(b). and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill: makes in order the Gil- NIA. 
man amendments as first order of business: waives all points of order against the 
amendments: if adopted they will be considered as original text; waives cl. 2 of rule XXI 
against the amendments printed in the report. Pre-printing gets priority (Hall) (Menen-
dez) (Goss) (Smith. NJ). 

Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill; makes in order the Shuster NIA. 
amendment as the first order of business; waives all points of order against the amend-
ment: if adopted it will be considered as original text. Pre-printing gets priority. 

Closed: provides one hour of general debate and one motion to recommit with or without in- NIA. 
structions; ii there are instructions, the MO is debatable for 1 hr. 

Restrictive; Provides for consideration of the bill in the House: Permits the Chairman of the NIA. 
Appropriations Committee to offer one amendment which is unamendable; waives all 
points of order against the amendment. 

Restrictive; Provides for further consideration of the bill: makes in order only the four NIA. 
amendments printed in the rules report (20 min. each). Waives all points of order 
against the amendments: Prohibits intervening motions in the Committee of the Whole; 
Provides for an automatic rise and report following the dis position of the amendments. 

Open; waives sections 302(1) and 308(a) of the Budget Act and cl 2 and cl 6 of rule XXI; NIA. 
provides that the bill be read by title; waives all points of order against the Tauzin 
amendment; self-executes Budget Committee amendment; waives cl 2(e) of rule XXI 
against amendments to the bill; Pre-printing gets priority. 

Open; waives sections 302(1), 306 and 308(a) of the Budget Act: waives clauses 2 and 6 of NIA. 
rule XXI against provisions in the bill: waives all points of order against the Tauzin 
amendment; provides that the bill be read by title; self-executes Budget Committee 
amendment and makes NEA funding subject to House passed authorization; waives cl 
2(e) of rule XXI against the amendments to the bill; Pre-printing gets priority. 

Open; waives clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; provides that the NIA. 
bill be read by title; Makes Skeen amendment first order of business. if adopted the 
amendment will be considered as base text (10 min.); Pre-printing gets priority. 

Restrictive; provides for the further consideration of the bill: allows only amendments pre- NIA. 
printed before July 14th to be considered; limits motions to rise. 

Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill: provides the bill be NIA. 
read by title; Pre-printing gets priority. 

Restrictive; provides for consideration in the House of H.R. 2058 (90 min.) And HJ. Res. 96 NIA. 
(I hr). Waives certain provisions of the Trade Act. 

Open; waives cl. 3 of rule XIII and section 401 (a) of the CBA against consideration of the NIA. 
bill: waives cl. 6 and cl. 2 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill: Makes in order the 
Clinger/Solomon amendment waives all points of order against the amendment (Line 
Item Veto): provides the bill be read by title: Pre-printing gets priority. *RULE AMENDED*. 

Open; Makes in order the Resources Committee amendment in the nature of a substitute as NIA. 
original text; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides a Senate hook-up with S. 395. 

Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Pre-printing gets pri- NIA. 
ority: prov id es the bill be read by title .. 

Open: waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Provides that the NIA. 
amendment in part 1 of the report is the first business. if adopted it will be considered 
as base text (30 min.); waives all points of order against the Klug and Davis amend-
ments: Pre-printing gets priority; Provides that the bill be read by title. 

Restrictive; 3 hours of general debate; Makes in order an amendment to be offered by the ID. 
Minority Leader or a designee (I hr); If motion to recommit has instructions it can only 
be offered by the Minority Leader or a designee. 

Open; waives cl. 2(1)(6) of rule XI and section 306 of the Congressional Budget Act against NIA. 
consideration of the bill; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; 
self-executes a strike of sections 8021 and 8024 of the bill as requested by the Budget 
Committee: Pre-printing gets priority: Provides the bill be read by title. 

Restrictive; waives sec. 302(f) of the Budget Act against consideration of the bill: Makes in 2R/3D/3 Bi-
order the Commerce Committee amendment as original text and waives sec. 302(1) of partisan. 
the Budget Act and cl. S(a) of rule XXI against the amendment; Makes in order the Bliely 
amendment (30 min.) as the first order of business, if adopted it will be original text: 
makes in order only the amendments printed in the report and waives all points of order 
against the amendments; provides a Senate hook-up with S. 652. 

Open: Provides that the first order of business will be the managers amendments (10 min.), NIA. 
if adopted they will be considered as base text; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI 
against provisions in the bill: waives all points of order against certain amendments 
printed in the report; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides the bill be read by title. 

Open: 2 hr of gen. debate. makes in order the committee substitute as original text ............ NIA. 
Restrictive; waives sections 302(1), 308(a) and 40!(b) of the Budget Act. Makes in order NIA. 

the committee substitute as modified by Govt. Reform amend (striking sec. 505) and an 
amendment striking title VII. Cl 7 of rule XVI and cl S(a) of rule XXI are waived against 
the substitute. Sections 302(1) and 40!(b) of the CSA are also waived against the sub-
stitute. Amendments must also be pre-printed in the Congressional record. 

Open; waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the committee substitute made in order as original NIA. 
text; Pre-printing gets priority. 

Open; waives sections 302(1) and 308(a) of the Budget Act against consideration of the NIA. 
bill; bill will be read by title; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI and section 302(1) of the Budget 
Act against the committee substitute. Pre-printing gets priority. 

Open; waives section 302(1) and 40!(b) of the Budget Act against the substitute made in NIA. 
order as original text (H.R. 2332), cl. 5(a) of rule XXI is also waived against the sub-
stitute. provides for consideration of the managers amendment (10 min.) If adopted, it is 
considered as base text. 

Open; waives section 302(1) of the Budget Act against consideration of the bill; Makes H.R. NIA. 
2349 in order as original text; waives section 302(1) of the Budget Act against the sub-
stitute; provides for the consideration of a managers amendment (10 min.) If adopted, it 
is considered as base text: Pre-printing gets priority. 

Restrictive; waives cl 2(1)(2)(B) of rule XJ against consideration of the bill; makes in order 2R/2D 
H.R. 2347 as base text: waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the substitute; Makes Hamilton 
amendment the first amendment to be considered (I hr). Makes in order only amend-
ments printed in the report. 

Open; waives cl 2(1)(2)(b) of rule XI against consideration of the bill; makes in order the NIA. 
committee amendment as original text; Pre-printing get priority. 



February 28, 1996 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS; COMPILED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE DEMOCRAT~ontinued 

Bill No. Title Resolution No. 

H.R. 1170 ........................ .... 3-Judge Court for Certain Injunctions ................................................... H. Res. 227 
H.R. 1601 ............................ International Space Station Authorization Act of 1995 ......................... H. Res. 228 
HJ. Res. 108 ....................... Making Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 230 

H.R. 2405 ............................ Omnibus Civilian Science Authorization Act of 1995 ............................ H. Res. 234 

H.R. 2259 ............................ To Disapprove Certain Sentencing Guideline Amendments ................... H. Res. 237 

H.R. 2425 ............................ Medicare Preservation Act ...................................................................... H. Res. 238 

H.R. 2492 ............................ Legislative Branch Appropriations Bill .................................................. H. Res. 239 
H.R. 2491 ............................ 7 Year Balanced Budget Reconciliation Social Security Earnings Test H. Res. 245 
H. Con. Res. 109 ................. Reform. 

H.R. 1833 ............................ Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act of 1995 ................................................. H. Res. 251 
H.R. 2546 ............................ D.C. Appropriations FY 1996 .................................................................. H. Res. 252 

HJ. Res. 115 ....................... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 257 

H.R. 2586 ............................ Temporary Increase in the StatutOI)' Debt Limit ................................... H. Res. 258 

H.R. 2539 ............................ ICC Termination ...................................................................................... H. Res. 259 
HJ. Res. 115 ....................... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 261 

H.R. 2586 ................. .... .... Temporary Increase in the StatutOI)' Limit on the Public Debt ............ H. Res. 262 

H. Res. 250 ......................... House Gift Rule Reform ......................................................................... H. Res. 268 

H.R. 2564 ............................ Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 ........................................................... H. Res. 269 

H.R. 2606 ............................ Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia Deployment ........................................ H. Res. 273 

H.R. 1788 ............................ Amtrak Reform and Privatization Act of 1995 ...................................... H. Res. 289 

H.R. 1350 ............................ Maritime Security Act of 1995 ....................................... ........................ H. Res. 287 

H.R. 2621 ............................ To Protect Federal Trust Funds .............................................................. H. Res. 293 

H.R. 1745 .... ........................ Utah Public Lands Management Act of 1995 ....................................... H. Res. 303 

H. Res. 304 ..................... .... Providing for Debate and Consideration of Three Measures Relating NIA 
to U.S. Troop Deployments in Bosnia. 

H. Res. 309 ..................... .... Revised Budget Resolution .................................................................... H. Res. 309 
H.R. 558 .............................. Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact Consent Act ... H. Res. 313 
H.R. 2677 ............................ The National Parks and National Wildlife Refuge Systems Freedom H. Res. 323 

Act of 1995. 

Process used for floor consideration 

Open; makes in order a committee amendment as original text Pre-printing gets priority ... . 
Open; makes in order a committee amendment as original text; pre-printing gets priority ... . 
Closed; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit which 

may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee. 
Open; self-executes a provision striking section 304(b)(3) of the bill (Commerce Committee 

request); Pre-printing gets priority. 
Restrictive; waives cl 2(1)(2)(B) of rule XI against the bill's consideration; makes in order 

the text of the Senate bill S. 1254 as original text; Makes in order only a Conyers sub
stitute: provides a senate hook-up after adoption. 

Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill 's consideration; makes in order the 
text of H.R. 2485 as original text: waives all points of order against H.R. 2485; makes in 
order only an amendment offered by the Minority Leader or a designee; waives all points 
of order against the amendment; waives cl 5© of rule XXI w~ requirement on votes 
raising taxes). 

Restrictive; provides for consideration of the bill in the House ................................................ . 
Restrictive; makes in order H.R. 2517 as original text; waives all pints of order against the 

bill; Makes in order only H.R. 2530 as an amendment only if offered by the Minority 
Leader or a designee; waives all points of order against the amendment; waives cl 5© 
of rule XXI (3/s requirement on votes raising taxes). 

Closed .......................................................................................................................................... . 
Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill 's consideration; Makes in order the 

Walsh amendment as the first order of business (10 min.); if adopted it is considered as 
base text; waives cl 2 and 6 of rule XXI against the bill; makes in order the Bonilla, 
Gunderson and Hostettler amendments (30 min.); waives all points of order against the 
amendments; debate on any further amendments is limited to 30 min. each. 

Closed; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit which 
may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee. 

Restrictive; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit 
which may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee; self
executes 4 amendments in the rule; Solomon, Medicare Coverage of Certain Anti-Cancer 
Drug Treatments, Habeas Corpus Reform, Chrysler (Ml); makes in order the Walker amend 
(40 min.) on regulatory reform. 

Open; waives section 302(!) and section 308(a) ....................................................................... . 
Closed; provides for the immediate consideration of a motion by the Majority Leader or his 

designees to dispose of the Senate amendments (lhr). 
Closed; provides for the immediate consideration of a motion by the Majority Leader or his 

designees to dispose of the Senate amendments (lhr). 
Closed; provides for consideration of the bill in the House; 30 min. of debate; makes in 

order the Burton amendment and the Gingrich en bloc amendment (30 min. each); 
waives all points of order against the amendments; Gingrich is only in order if Burton 
fails or is not offered. 

Open; waives cl. 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill 's consideration; waives all points of order 
against the lstook and Mcintosh amendments. 

Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill's consideration; provides one motion 
to amend if offered by the Minority Leader or designee (1 hr non-amendable); motion to 
recommit which may have instructions only if offered by Minority Leader or his designee; 
if Minority Leader motion is not offered debate time will be extended by 1 hr. 

Open; waives all points of order against the bill's consideration; makes in order the Trans
portation substitute modified by the amend in the report; Bill read by title; waives all 
points of order against the substitute; makes in order a managers amend as the first 
order of business, if adopted it is considered base text (10 min.); waives all points of 
order against the amendment; Pre-printing gets priority. 

Open; makes in order the committee substitute as original text; makes in order a managers 
amendment which if adopted is considered as original text (20 min.) unamendable; pre
printing gets priority. 

Closed; provides for the adoption of the Ways & Means amendment printed in the report. 1 
hr. of general debate. 

Open; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI and sections 302(!) and 3ll(a) of the Budget Act against 
the bill's consideration. Makes in order the Resourtes substitute as base text and waives 
cl 7 of rule XVI and sections 302(!) and 308(a) of the Budget Act; makes in order a 
managers' amend as the first order of business, if adopted it is considered base text (10 
min). 

Closed; makes in order three resolutions; H.R. 2770 (Donnan), H. Res. 302 (Buyer), and H. 
Res. 306 (Gephardt); I hour of debate on each. 

Closed; provides 2 hours of general debate in the House ........................................................ . 
Open; pre-printing gets priority ...... ............................................................................................ . 
Closed; consideration in the House; self-executes Young amendment ..................................... . 

PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS 2D SESSION 
H.R. 1643 ............................ To authorize the extension of nondisaiminatory treatment (MFN) to H. Res. 334 Closed; provides to take the bill from the Speaker's table with the Senate amendment, and 

the products of Bulgaria. consider in the House the motion printed in the Rules Committee report; 1 hr. of general 
debate; previous question is considered as ordered .. 

HJ. Res. 134 .................... ... Making continuing appropriations/establishing procedures making H. Res. 336 Closed; provides to take from the Speaker's table HJ. Res. 134 with the Senate amendment 
H. Con. Res. 131 ................. the transmission of the continuing resolution HJ. Res. 134. and concur with the Senate amendment with an amendment (H. Con. Res. 131) which is 

self-executed in the rule. The rule provides further that the bill shall not be sent back to 
the Senate until the Senate agrees to the provisions of H. Con. Res. 131. 

H.R. 1358 ............................ Conveyance of National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory at H. Res. 338 Closed; provides to take the bill from the Speakers table with the Senate amendment, and 
Gloucester, Massachusetts. consider in the house the motion printed in the Rules Committee report; 1 hr. of general 

debate; previous quesetion is considered as ordered. 
H.R. 2924 ............................ Social Security Guarantee Act .........................................................•...... H. Res. 355 Closed .......................................................................................................................................... . 
H.R. 2854 ............................ The Agricultural Marlie! Transition Program .......................................... H. Res. 366 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill; 2 hrs. of general debate; makes in 

order a committee substitute as original text and waives all points of order against the 
substitute; makes in order only the 16 amends printed in the report and waives all 
points of order against the amendments; circumvents unfunded mandates law; Chairman 
has en bloc authority for amends in report (20 min.) on each en bloc. 
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Amendments 
in order 

NIA. 
NIA. 

NIA. 

lD 

ID 

NIA. 
ID 

NIA. 
NIA 

NIA 

SR 

NIA. 

NIA. 

2R 

NIA. 

NIA. 

NIA. 

NIA. 

NIA. 

NIA. 

lD; 2R 

NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 

NIA. 

NIA. 

NIA. 

NIA. 
50; 9R; 2 

Bipartisan. 

*Contract Bills, 67% restrictive; 33% open. **All legislatioo 1st Session, 56% restrictive; 44% open. ***Legislation 2d Session. 100% restrictive; 0% open. -··All legislation 104th Congress 60% restrictive; 40% open. 
·-··Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed rules as well as completely closed rules and rules providing for consideration in the 
House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. This definition of restrictive rule is taken from the Republican chart of resolutions reported from the Rules Committee in the 103d Congress. ******Not included in this chart are three 
bills which should have been placed on the Suspension Calendar. H.R. 101 , H.R. 400, H.R. 440. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 21/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. FARR]. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise with great con
cern about the debate we are about to 
have. Most people do not understand 

what this debate is all about. It is 
about the rules that allow the amend
ments to come to the floor. It is as 
simple as that. The issue here is wheth
er you will have an open rule which al
lows any amendments to be brought 
up, or will you have a closed rule or a 
modified closed rule, which allows very 
few or no amendments. 

What alarms me, and I wish the 
alarms would go off in this building for 
the people who are sitting here in the 
gallery, those who are watching, those 
who are wandering around, it is that 
this building represents democracy in 
the United States. It says this is the 
great hall where people can debate all 
issues. 
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But I will tell you, on this farm bill , 

which is one of the most important 
bills we have to debate in Congress, be
cause agriculture touches every State, 
and it touches each differently; some 
States grow sugar cane, some States 
grow peanuts, some States grow coffee, 
some States grow artichokes, some 
States grow wheat, some States grow 
corn, some States grow cows, some 
States grow pigs and sheep, but no 
State does it all. 

So this is the bill that touches Amer
ica and the greatness of America, and 
yet the process we are using denies 
public access. It denies the debate that 
we ought to have, that says look, there 
were 74 amendments presented to the 
Committee on Rules, and only 15 of 
them were allowed to come to the 
floor; 15 allowed to come to the floor 
on a bill that has never had public 
input. This process is denying people 
access to their government, and that 
may be denied on the Senate side, but 
the Constitution protects this hall and 
this House. That Constitution says 
that this is the people's House. 

You have to reject rules like this, be
cause what is going to happen is the 
end product is not going to be trusted 
by the people. It is not just the laws we 
make and we put into the books, it is 
the confidence that we have to build 
with the American public that what we 
are doing here is right and just. 

This is a controversial bill. People do 
not understand commodity programs. 
This is not a freedom to farm act, this 
is how we regulate commodities. In
deed, if we are going to have any trust 
in that, we will have to build that trust 
by open rules, not closed rules. 

It is said about sausages, if we are 
talking about the farm bill and what 
goes into sausages, that if you like 
laws and sausages, you should never 
watch either of them being made. Mr. 
Speaker, reject this rule. It is anti-ev
erything this House stands for under 
our Constitution. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from West 
Palm Beach, FL [Mr. FOLEY], a new 
Member of this body, and an outstand
ing Member. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me, and commend the Committee on 
Rules and its chairman for fair consid
eration of over 70 amendments on this 
bill. Why is it fair? It makes in order 
five Democratic amendments. It makes 
in order five Republican amendments. 
It makes in order four bipartisan 
amendments. I think it has been ex
tremely fair for all sides, both sides of 
the aisle, and any Member who has in
terests in agriculture. 

We talk about delay. Count up the 
number of quorum calls, motions to ad
journ, motions to rise, and recorded 
Journal votes required by the minority 
in the first 100 days of Congress. Talk 
about why we are waiting until Feb-

ruary to consider some important leg
islation. That will give you a signifi
cant answer. 

One of the amendments is extremely 
important to restoring one of this Na
tion's true environmental treasures, 
the Florida Everglades. The rule makes 
in order my amendment, which will 
provide $210 million for the purpose of 
environmental restoration in the Ever
glades, a provision similar to that 
which has already passed in the Senate 
bill. 

Let us make one thing perfectly 
clear. We would not be in a position 
today where this type of structured 
rule would be necessary had the Presi
dent not vetoed the balanced budget 
bill placed on his desk last year. In ad
dition to putting the future of this 
country at risk by jeopardizing the fi
nancial security for future generations 
with his veto, the President's actions 
made planting decisions for farmers in 
rural America extremely difficult due 
to the expiration of most of this coun
try's agricultural policies. 

This rule that is being debated today 
will ensure the timely passage of this 
bill so that farmers and ranchers can 
make decisions they need to make and 
provide America with the safest, cheap
est, most abundant food supply in the 
world. I ask my colleagues to support 
this very fair rule. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time on 
this rule. I would urge certainly a "no" 
vote on the previous question. If the 
"no" vote prevails, I would offer an 
amendment immediately to pass an 
open rule on the agriculture bill that is 
before us. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
will close for the majority. 

Mr. Speaker, let me respond to my 
good friend, the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. The unfunded 
mandate law that he is talking about 
does not prohibit unfunded mandates. 
It simply requires that such mandates 
be identified in the committee report, 
which the committee has done, so that 
the House can determine whether to 
support or whether to oppose them. 
That is the way the law was written. 

The committee has complied with 
the mandate law by identifying the pri
vate sector mandates in its report. 
That is in the report. The law does not 
provide for a separate vote on such pri
vate sector mandates. That is not in 
the law. That is only public sector. 
Only the public sector mandates re
quire a separate vote. Certainly if 
there were any in here, and it has been 
flagged by CBO, then we would be hav
ing those separate votes. Since there 
are no public sector mandates in the 
bill, we are not denying any separate 
votes at all. 

The Committee on Agriculture has 
complied with the unfunded mandate 

law, and so has the Committee on 
Rules. If anyone has any question be
yond that, they can always ask for 
votes as they see fit. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. First, 
Mr. Speaker, my understanding is that 
the legislation did say that there 
should be a separate vote on a private 
sector unfunded mandate unless the 
Committee on Rules waived it. I under
stand the Committee on Rules can 
waive it. But what the gentleman has 
now said is people should understand 
what this great big unfunded mandate 
bill comes down to. 

It does not mean there will not be 
any unfunded mandates on the private 
sector, apparently. It does not mean we 
will even have to automatically vote 
on each unfunded mandate. The great 
contract reform on unfunded mandates 
for the private citizens come down to 
this: We will not do an unfunded man
date on you for several billion dollars 
unless we put it in the committee re
port. I am sure the American people 
will feel very reassured and protected 
that they know that there will not be 
any more unfunded mandates unless 
they are mentioned in a committee re
port. Congratulations on a great legis
lative accomplishment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just say that the Committee on Agri
culture has complied with the un
funded mandate law. So has the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KINGSTON). The question is on ordering 
the previous question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 228, nays 
182, not voting 21, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker(CA) 
Baker(LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 

[Roll No. 31) 
YEAS-228 

Bereuter 
B1lbray 
B111rak1s 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehle rt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brown back 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 

Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
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Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Be1lenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 

H!lleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
M1ller (FL) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 

NAYS-182 

Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fatta.h 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford 
Frank(MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 

Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Qu1llen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith(WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
T1ahrt 
Torkildsen 
Tom·cell1 
Traf1cant 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfleld 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Geren 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
H1111ard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
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Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
M1ller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 

Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Chapman 
Collins (IL) 
Dicks 
Engel 
Furse 
Harman 

Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson <FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Skaggs 

NOT VOTING-21 
Hastings (WA) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Mc Dade 
McKinney 
Myers 
Neal 
Oxley 
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Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Towns 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt(NC) 
Waxman 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Riggs 
Rose 
Rush 
Seastrand 
Stokes 
Weldon (PA) 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Riggs for, with Mrs. Collins of Illinois 

against. 

Messrs. OWENS, SCIDFF, and KEN
NEDY of Massachusetts, and Ms. KAP
TUR changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 
No. 31, due to pressing business, I was not 
able to vote. Had I been present, I would have 
voted "yea." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KINGSTON). The question is on the reso
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it_ 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 244, noes 168, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker(CA) 
Baker(LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 

[Roll No. 32] 
AYES-244 

Barrett <NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
B111rakis 
Bl1ley 

Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brewster 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 

Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Be1lenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Cardin 
Clay 

Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
H1lleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
LIVingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKean 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
M1ller <FL) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 

NOES-168 

Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
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Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Peterson (MN) 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Qu1llen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sis1sky 
Smith(MI) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith(WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
T1ahrt 
Torr1cell1 
Traficant 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts <OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Will1ams 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Durbin 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
FogUetta 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
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Hall (OH) Meehan Schroeder 
Hastings CFL) Meek Scott 
Hefner Menendez Sensenbrenner 
H111iard Miller (CA) Serrano 
Hinchey Minge Skaggs 
Holden Mink Skeen 
Hoyer Moakley Skelton 
Jackson (IL) Mollohan Slaughter 
Jacobs Moran Sprat t 
Jefferson Nadler Stark 
Johnson (SD) Oberstar Stenholm 
Johnson, E.B. Obey Stockman 
Johnston Olver Studds 
Kanjorski Ortiz Stupak 
Kennedy (RI) Orton Tanner 
Kennelly Owens Taylor (MS) 
Kil dee Pallone Tejeda 
Kleczka Pastor Thompson 
Klink Payne CNJ> Thornton 
LaFalce Payne (VA) Thurman 
Lantos Pelosi Torkildsen 
Levin Peterson (FL) Torres 
Lewis (GA) Petri Towns 
Lincoln Pickett Velazquez 
Lipinski Pomeroy Vento 
Lofgren Poshard Visclosky 
Luther Rahall Volkmer 
Manton Rangel Ward 
Markey Reed Waters 
Martinez Richardson Watt (NC) 
Mascara Rivers Waxman 
Matsui Roemer Wise 
McCarthy Roybal-Allard Woolsey 
McDermott Sabo Wynn 
McHale Sanders Yates 
McNulty Sawyer Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-19 
Brown (FL) Harman Riggs 
Bryant (TX) Jackson-Lee Rose 
Chapman (TX) Roth 
Collins (IL) McKinney Rush 
Dicks Myers Stokes 
Furse Neal Wilson 
Gephardt Radanovich 
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The Clerk announced the following 

pair: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Riggs for, with Mrs. Coll1ns of Illinois 

against. 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT 
REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

KINGSTON) laid before the House the 
following resignation as a member of 
the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington , DC, February 28, 1996. 

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House, 
The Capitol, Washington DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby resign from 
the House Committee on Government Re
form and Oversight. 

Sincerely, 
GENE TAYLOR, 

Member of Congress. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the resignation is accepted. 
There was no objection. 

tion as a member of the Committee on 
Agriculture: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington , DC, February 28, 1996. 

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, House 

of Representatives, Washington , DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I would like to inform 

you that I am resigning from my committee 
assignment on the House Agriculture Com
mittee. 

Thank you very much. 
Sincerely, 

CYNTHIA MCKINNEY, 
Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO SUN
DRY STANDING COMMITTEES OF 
THE HOUSE 
Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak

er, I offer a privileged resolution (H. 
Res. 367) and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 367 
Resolved, That the following named Mem

bers be, and they are hereby, elected to the 
following standing committees of the House 
of Representatives: 

To the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, Tom Sawyer of Ohio, Gene 
Taylor of Mississippi; 

To the Committee on Science, Harold 
Volkmer of Missouri, to rank directly below 
Mr. Brown of California; Bart Gordon of Ten
nessee, to rank directly below Mr. Hall of 
Texas; 

To the Committee on International Rela
tions, Charlie Rose of North Carolina, Pat 
Danner of Missouri; 

To the Committee on Banking and Finan
cial Services, Cynthia McKinney of Georgia. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENT TO 
OFFER ON TOMORROW A MOTION 
TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 956, COMMONSENSE PROD
UCT LIABILITY AND LEGAL RE
FORM ACT OF 1995 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, pursu

ant to rule :xxvm, I hereby announce 
my intention to offer a motion to in
struct conferees on H.R. 956 tomorrow. 

The form of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. CONYERS moves that the managers on 

the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the Senate amendment to the bill H .R. 956 be 
instructed to insist upon the provisions con
tained in section 107 of the House bill. 

ORDER OF AMENDMENTS ON H.R. 
2854, AGRICULTURAL MARKET 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF TRANSITION ACT 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. President, I ask 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- unanimous consent that my amend
fore the House the following resigna- ment, which is in order to be the fourth 

amendment to the farm bill , H.R. 2854, 
be in order instead after the Solomon
Dooley amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] and I 
have discussed this at length. I think 
the gentleman has made a very reason
able request. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKET 
TRANSITION ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 366 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill , H.R. 2854. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2854) to 
modify the operation of certain agri
cultural programs, with Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The ·CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] 
each will be recognized for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] . 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, at long last the House 
of Representatives will now consider a 
farm bill, and in this regard I would 
like to make some commentary as to 
the reasons why we on the Republican 
side adopted the policy approach that 
we have. 

In that regard I think, unfortunately, 
during most of the debate in this re
gard to this year's farm bill , much of 
the rhetoric has ignored several basic 
facts. There are dramatic changes tak
ing place that involve U.S. agriculture. 
Farmers are competing for increased 
demand in a growing global market
place. 

The Congress is serious, finally, 
about a balanced budget. The political 
climate will not permit any rubber
stamped acceptance of status quo poli
cies in agriculture or anywhere else. 
Farmers and ranchers know, boy do 
they know, the current farm program 
is outdated and in need of reform. 

So the question is, what kind of pol
icy takes these givens into account and 
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makes sense? After conducting 19 hear
ings, traveling over 60,000 miles, and 
listening to over 10,000 farmers and 
ranchers, agribusiness men and women, 
and many others involved in agri
culture, this is what farm country told 
us: One, they are sick and tired of regu
latory overkill and demand regulatory 
reform; two, they strongly support a 
balanced budget. They know a balanced 
budget will save agriculture and farm
ers and ranchers $15 billion in lower 
production costs. They also requested a 
consistent and aggressive export pro
gram, and they want more flexibility 
and ability to respond to market sig
nals and to make their own financial 
decisions. 

So taking all of these points into ac
count, we have proposed an innovative 
approach to farm program policy. It 
has received the most debate of any 
farm program proposal in modern his
tory. It was originally called freedom 
to farm, and is now before us as the Ag
ricultural Market Transition Act. 

Let me explain the policy rationale. 
The original New Dea.1 ..farm programs 
over 60 years ago were based on prin
ciples of supply management. If you 
control supply, you raise prices. Over 
the last 20 years, the principal jus
tification for the programs has been 
that farmers received Federal assist
ance in return for setting aside a por
tion of their wherewithal, that is, their 
acreage. 
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That assistance was largely in the 
form of something we called deficiency 
payments to compensate farmers for 
prices below a Government-set target 
price for their production. Today, un
fortunately, that system has collapsed 
as an effective way to deliver assist
ance to farmers. 

Worldwide agricultural competition 
takes our markets when we reduce pro
duction. The more we set aside, the 
more our competitors overseas simply 
increase their production by more than 
we set aside. They steal our market 
share. In short, the supply manage
ment rationale not only fails under 
close scrutiny by the many critics of 
ag policy, it has enabled our competi
tors to increase their production and 
we lose the market share. 

As I have indicated, the Freedom to 
Farm Act, Agriculture Market Transi
tion Act, was born of an effort to cre
ate a new farm policy from an entirely 
new perspective. Acknowledging that 
budget cuts were inevitable, that we 
must meet our budget responsibilities, 
freedom to farm set up new goals and 
new criteria for farm policy. 

No. 1, get the Government out of 
farmers' fields. No longer do you put 
the seed in the ground to protect your 
acreage base to receive a Government 
subsidy. Return to farmers the ability 
to produce for the markets, not the 
Government programs. And to provide 

a predictable and guaranteed phasing 
down of Federal financial assistance. 

By removing Government controls on 
land use, freedom to farm effectively 
eliminates the No. 1 complaint of farm
ers about the programs: bureaucratic 
redtape, paperwork, all of the regula
tions and the Government interference. 
Endless waits at the county ASCS of
fice or the SOS office will end. Hassles 
over field sizes, whether the right crop 
was planted, or the correct amount of 
acres would be a thing of the past. En
vironmentalists should be pleased that 
the Government no longer forces the 
planting of surplus crops and what we 
call monoculture agriculture. And a 
producer who wants to introduce a ro
tation on their farm for various envi
ronmental or agronomic reasons would 
be free of the current restrictions. 

This bill builds on the conservation 
compliance requirements, the environ
mental requirements, if you will, of 
1985 and 1990, of the 1985 and 1990 farm 
bills, and positively impacts 300 mil
lion acres. 

This bill is the most environmentally 
responsible farm program in 60 years. 
We will have more to say about that in 
the future debate. Under freedom to 
farm, farmers can plant or idle all their 
acres at their discretion. They are in 
control. The restrictions on what they 
can plant are greatly reduced. Re
sponse to the market would assume a 
larger role in our farmer planning. And 
divorcing payments from production 
and, by the way, we already started 
that when yields were frozen in 1985 
and we went to flex acres and we froze 
target prices and we cut target prices, 
that has already happened, that would 
end any pressure from the Government 
in choosing crops with which to pursue. 
So all production incentives would 
come from the marketplace and the in
dividual farmer. 

In return for this, we proposed a 
guaranteed payment, the guarantee of 
a fixed, albeit it declining, payment for 
7 years would provide the predict
ability and consistency that farmers 
have wanted and provide certainty to 
creditors as a basis for lending. 

Listen up, Mr. and Mrs. American 
farmer and your banker and your farm 
credit troop, any other lending institu
tion, sit down with your banker, your 
lender, 7 years, you know what you are 
going to get. You can plan on it. It is 
a risk management account. You do 
not have to wait on the Congress. 

The current situation in wheat, corn, 
and cotton country, under which our 
prices are very high but we do not have 
any crops but large numbers of produc
ers have lost their crops due to weather 
or pests, that would be corrected by 
this kind of a payment system. These 
producers this year cannot access the 
high prices. They do not have a crop. 
And instead of getting help when they 
need it the most, the old system really 
cuts off their deficiency payments and 

even demands they pay back the ad
vance deficiency payments. What a 
time. We are blowing away in the 
Great Plains. We are bone dry. We have 
prairie fires. We do not have any crops. 

The current farm program says pay 
back advanced deficiency payments, 
and we get no payment, no disaster 
payments or no help. The freedom to 
farm ensures that whatever financial 
assistance is available will be delivered 
regardless of the circumstances, be
cause the producer signs a contract 
with the Federal Government for the 
next 7 years. High prices, high pay
ments, oh, we have heard a lot of criti
cism about that. First, the payments 
will not be high. You cannot cut an
nual spending in half compared to the 
last farm program bill over the last 5 
years and have high payments. That 
does not work. 

No farmer, let me repeat this to all of 
the critics and you will hear it in this 
debate, no farmer is going to take his 
market transition payment and retire. 
Farmers will continue to farm. 

Second, under freedom to farm, the 
payments made to producers must be 
looked at from a new perspective. It is 
a transition to full farmer responsibil
ity for his economic life, a risk man
agement account. 

Just as farmers will need to look to 
the market for production and market
ing signals, freedom to farm will re
quire that farmers manage their fi
nances to meet all the price swings. It 
is true that when prices are high, farm
ers will receive a full market transi
tion payment. It is equally true that if 
prices decline, farmers will receive no 
more than the fixed market transition 
payment. That means the farmer must 
manage his income, both market and 
Government, to account for weather 
and price fluctuations. 

But under this plan, he makes the de
cision, not Washington, not Congress, 
not the ASCS office, not the SOS of
fice. He makes that decision. 

In short, under freedom to farm, we 
authorize the market transition pay
ments to farmers as opposed to the cur
rent program's deficiency payments, to 
serve as a form of compensation as we 
move U.S. Agriculture from an econ
omy heavily influenced by the Federal 
Government to one in which our Gov
ernment role is substantially reduced 
and the primary influence is the mar
ketplace. 

The old program did provide market 
insulation for each bushel of produc
tion. But that system is collapsing 
under the weight of budget cuts. You 
have heard the former chairman of the 
House Committee on Agriculture, the 
gentleman from Texas, the Hon. KIKA 
DE LA GARZA, chairman emeritus of the 
committee. You have heard the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], a 
leader in the farm community, a 
spokesman for agriculture. You have 
heard me, you have heard others talk 
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about how farmers have already given 
at the office in regards to their budget 
responsibilities and that $65 billion in 
budget authority has already been cut 
from farm programs over the last 10 
years. True. Nobody knows that in 
Washington, or very few know it in 
Washington. Not many people in the 
press understand that, that we have al
ready cut ag spending 9 percent a year 
for about the last 9 or 10 years. 

Well, what is to prevent the contin
ued slow asphyxiation in regards to 
budget cuts and the amount of money 
that we should have in regard to a re
sponsible farm program? Under free
dom to farm, we enhance the farmers' 
total economic situation. In fact, under 
freedom to farm it results in the high
est net farm income over the next 7 
years of any of the proposals before 
Congress. You represent farmers. 
Under this plan you have more invest
ment in production agriculture, more 
farm income than any other plan. We 
lock it up, and we still meet our budget 
responsibilities. 

Now, if you believe there will be no 
more budget cuts and no more budget 
reconciliations and no more budget 
battles, freedom to farm is not for you. 
If you believe that if farmers just hang 
on a little longer, their prospects for 
more Government support will improve 
in this climate, freedom to farm is not 
for you. If you believe that farm pro
grams will not continue under the 
budget gun, that we will not have our 
fingers, our arms, our legs on the budg
et chopping block, freedom to farm is 
not for you. 

If, however, you believe that there 
will be more reconciliations, that the 
heat on farm programs-and you will 
hear amendments about that in the de
bate on down the road during the 
amendment process-if you think that 
this heat on farm programs will only 
increase and that Congress needs more 
than deep budget cuts to present to 
farmers and not so slow asphyxiation, 
then freedom to farm makes sense. 

Now, the severest, the severest crit
ics of farm programs in the press, on 
television, major newspapers, have 
hailed the freedom to farm as the most 
significant reform in ag policy since 
the 1930's. We have received national 
acclaim from our critics of farm pro
gram policy that this is long-needed, 
long-awaited reform. Our congressional 
critics have also decided that our free
dom to farm program represents the 
kind of reform that they can support, 
and they believe that it is the kind of 
reform that is needed. 

Nearly every agriculture economist 
who has commented on freedom to 
farm has supported its structure and 
its probable effect on farmers in the ag 
sector. We are at a crossroads now, 
folks. We can either sink deeper into 
Government controls and rapidly sag
ging Government support and a lack of 
investment in regards to our ability to 

feed this Nation and the troubled and 
hungry world, or we can strike out in a 
new direction that at least holds out 
the prospect of assisted transition to a 
private marketplace, a market-ori
ented agriculture. 

The Freedom to Farm Act is that 
new direction. We need to seize it. Now 
is the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 2854 as currently presented to the 
House, and in support of three en bloc 
amendments which I will be offering. 
Let me preface this by saying that my 
opposition is in no way indicative of 
the actions of the chairman of the com
mittee but, rather, Mr. Chairman, in 
past years we have had the opportunity 
to prepare comprehensive farm policy 
in a deliberate, all-inclusive manner. 
When we have been required to comply 
with budget reconciliation instruc
tions, the House Committee on Agri
culture has complied to the tune of $50 
billion in savings from 1981 through 
1993. However, in this particular farm 
bill, if you call it a farm bill, national 
farm policy for the next 7 years was de
veloped by the Republican leadership. 

Mr. Chairman, Americans are the 
best fed people in the world. They have 
a stable and abundant supply of nutri
tious food and pay a lower percentage 
of their disposable income for food 
than any other of the industrialized na
tions in the world. 

I would like to think that the House 
Committee on Agriculture, on a bipar
tisan basis and in spite of what edi
torial writers say, has played a con
structive role in this success story. But 
that is no more, unfortunately. For ex
ample, last year Speaker GINGRICH, the 
Republican leader, and the Republican 
whip wrote a letter to the gentleman 
from Kansas, Chairman ROBERTS. That 
letter dictated to the Committee on 
Agriculture, in no uncertain terms, the 
specific policy option that the commit
tee was to choose in order to meet its 
reconciliation savings. 

No room was left for the committee 
to deliberate, for the committee to ob
tain views of farmers, of consumer 
groups, of the administration. That 
leadership-dictated policy was the 
foundation of what is now included in 
H.R. 2854. 

Mr. Chairman, the policy included by 
decree of the gentleman from Georgia, 
Speaker GINGRICH, in the bill now be
fore the House was first introduced as 
a bill in August. In a blatant rejection 
of our sacred principles of open govern
ment, our committee did not hold one 
single hearing on this proposal and 
still has not to this day. There were 
other hearings held to gather informa
tion, much before this time, but none 
on the proposal itself. 

Mr. Chairman, farmers in every re
gion of this country have very grave 
concerns about the agriculture provi
sions before this House. They represent 
a sudden and dramatic abandonment 
by the Government of its role in shar
ing the farmer's risk. Farmers are par
ticularly concerned that a sudden with
drawal of the Federal Government may 
make the difference in their fight to 
stay on the farm. Yes, they may know 
that each year they will get a cash 
payment, but if prices collapse next 
year, will that payment be enough? If 
wheat prices fall to $2.50, how many 
wheat farmers will be out of business 
in Kansas, in the Dakotas, in Washing
ton States? If cotton prices fall back 
down to 45 cents, how many cotton 
growers spread out all over the South 
and areas of the Southwest will sur
vive? If corn prices are under $2, where 
will the corn belt be? What if milk 
prices fall to $9. How many of New Eng
land's dairy farmers make it? 

Mr. Chairman, farmers will hope for 
the best. But if the best does not mate
rialize and a substantial base of our 
food and fiber production capacity is 
lost, will we feel that it was worth the 
risk? 

All these questions, Mr. Chairman, 
and we have no answers; not even opin
ions. All we had in the Committee on 
Agriculture this year were a few votes. 
No discussion. No consideration of the 
views of farmers, the consumers, the 
businesses that thrive on the products 
of agriculture, those hearings on which 
we have always heavily relied. The pol
icy before the House was not aired out 
in the Committee on Agriculture, it 
was dictated by the Republican leader
ship. When a bipartisan majority of our 
committee defeated this bill last fall, 
the Republican leadership nevertheless 
packaged it with tax cuts and health 
care program changes and forced it on 
the floor. 

D 1330 
Mr . . Chairman, it was inevitable that 

the President would veto that bill and 
he did, and I agree that it should have 
been vetoed. Rather than acting quick
ly to move farm policy forward, our 
committee sat until the end of January 
and did nothing. Only in the hours be
fore a 3-week congressional break did 
our committee finally act, and again I 
respectively state this is through no 
fault of the chairman of the commit
tee. The actions were held in other 
areas by other people. 

Mr. Chairman, a further frustration 
to us is that farm policy continues to 
be driven by outdated decisions. The 
Republican leadership continues to in
sist on cutting over $13 billion from ag
riculture programs. We know that 
these cuts were not conceived in the 
context of any consideration to good 
farm policy. We were cutting acting 
with numbers in a vacuum only. We 
have to attach faces and places to leg
islation. This has not been done to this 
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day. Rather, the decision to cut the 
very heart out of farm programs was 
integral to the radical Republican pol
icy of cutting $270 billion out of the 
rate of increase in Medicare and pro
viding for a $245 billion tax cut. This 
has fluctuated, it has changed up and 
down, and the administration has be
come involved in these overall consid
erations, all of it outside of the realm 
of the members of the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Mr. Chairman, all parties have now 
conceded that any tax cut will be for 
less, as will reductions in health care 
program spending as we move forward 
to a balanced budget. No committee in 
this House has provided more for a bal
anced budget than the Committee on 
Agriculture. Had every committee 
done what we have done, we would not 
be worrying about a balanced budget at 
this point in time. If the enormous tax 
and Medicare cuts have been aban
doned, is it not also time to recognize 
that the size of the cuts ordered for ag
riculture should be reexamined? Those 
policies were after all the driving force 
behind the Republican decif'i<m to cut 
$13 billion from agriculture. 

Mr. Chairman, we are in a difficult 
position. Time is not available to fully 
address the errors that have been com
mitted in this flawed process. · There 
will be some who would say, well, there 
will be a conference. Conference has 
limitations, limitations that restrict 
activity by members of the conference. 
Farmers who should have already made 
crucial farming decisions are kept 
waiting. The very fact that we have 
not acted yet has jeopardized agri
culture. Action in farm policy for 1996 
must be taken and taken quickly. 

In that light, our No. 1 priority is to 
make what changes we can in this 
flawed bill to strengthen our farm 
economy and its rural base. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill is titled the 
"Agriculture Market Transaction Pro
gram," and we believe that few have 
escaped the meaning of the term "tran
sition": That the Federal Government 
will withdraw completely from its 
partnership with the producer in pro
viding for the food security of our Na
tion. And I have just come back from 
my district and other parts of Texas, 
and they now say that "this bill is not 
what we were talking about." We want 
to reduce regulation; we want to re
duce needless spending. We did not 
want to say "take the Government 
completely out as we act in unison, to
gether, for the betterment of Amer
ica." 

So they did not say that we should 
withdraw completely from the partner
ship with the producer in providing for 
the food security of our Nation. How
ever, if such a transition is to occur, 
we believe that now is an appropriate 
time for investments to be made with 
the posttransition period in mind. 

Regretfully, the rule does not provide 
for that. It is limited in scope, it is 

limited as to how many amendments, 
what type of amendments. Many of you 
heard the chairman of the Committee 
on Rules: We did this because we did 
not want this many more amendments 
from Wisconsin, and so on. Toward the 
end, Mr. Chairman, we proposed to in
crease the Department of Agriculture's 
authority to invest in the rural infra
structure, water deliveries, sewage dis
posal. We propose to increase this au
thority to make investments that con
serve and protect our natural re
sources, and we propose to make cru
cial investments in agriculture re
search, education and extension. 

Yesterday I was in my district, for a 
meeting of rural housing representa
tives and all you need to do is go down 
there and you will see the immense 
need in rural housing, and as I told 
them and I repeat to you today, the 
creature of God has a certain level of 
dignity mandated by laws beyond, be
yond our country and beyond this 
Chamber. The human dignity that 
needs to be addressed includes decent 
housing so that those of higher intel
lect have a decent place to live. Only 
within government can we form a part
nership. Earning a minimum wage is 
not going to allow someone to buy 
housing for them and for their family, 
and we have hundreds of thousands of 
those people, but yet we are not ad
dressing those areas. 

We propose to ensure that our highly 
productive oilseed industry, which will 
receive no benefit from the bill's con
tract payments, is able to continue to 
compete effectively in world markets. 
We would delete the set level for the 
oilseed market loan in the bill, which 
is set at an arbitrary fixed amount, 
dealing in a vacuum, and replace it 
with a formula based on actual market 
prices. 

Finally, we believe that our agri
culture sector is so important to our 
Nation that we deserve a farm policy 
debate in 2002. To ensure that debate, 
we propose to retain permanent farm 
support authority. 

Therefore, on behalf of Democratic 
members of the Committee on Agri
culture, I will offer three amendments 
en bloc, the first, authored by the gen
tlewoman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON]. The amendment would pro
vide the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion with the authority to dispense $3.5 
billion of its funds for rural develop
ment conservation and research, edu
cation and extension. 

The second was written by the gen
tleman from South Dakota [Mr. JOHN
SON], who has been a tremendous inspi
ration in this endeavor. It would set 
the loan rate for oilseed marketing as
sistance loans at 85 percent of the 5-
year average price for oilseeds, exclud
ing the high and the low years. 

The third would strike the provision 
of the committee substitute which re
peals the permanent farm law. 

Mr. Chairman, I am dismayed over 
this process. Our people deserve better 
from this Congress. We have been the 
partnership. The experts and the major 
periodicals in New York and San Fran
cisco and Orange County; I keep read
ing editorials from Orange County 
about the farm, farm products, farm 
process, farm policy. We have in my 
family seven grandchildren who know 
more about farm policy that the edi
torial writers from Orange County, CA, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Also, I ask the committee and the 
Members to stay with us on the amend
ments that we will be opposing. Many 
of those amendments that were grant
ed are aimed at satisfying the needs of 
major media. They have not spoken to 
agriculture. They have not spoken to 
rural America. They have not spoken 
to the people. They are looking at that 
headline in the major periodical. Would 
you trust a newspaper in New York 
City to set the policy for the farmers 
and ranchers of America? And, needless 
to say, Mr. Chairman, of all of the mat
ters involving the budget, we have met 
our commitment. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, let me 
say that everything that we do as far 
as production in this country, manu
facturing, industrial production, every
thing is in deficit as far as inter
national trade is concerned. Every
thing is deficit. That is the free mar
ket. It is in deficit. Dollars are flowing 
out, dollars we do not have. The only 
thing that is bringing money back, 
green back, green dollars back, is agri
culture. The only thing that is positive 
is agriculture. And yet they say sub
sidy, subsidy, subsidy. Look at this 
chart. You cannot see the line at the 
bottom. That is how much of an impact 
we make on the budget, seven-tenths of 
1 percent is agriculture's share of the 
trillions of dollars we spent on the 
budget. 

And then here is a major one. The 
green is agriculture. The red is every
thing else. The red is in deficit, has 
been. Except for selling a few high tech 
items and airplanes, agriculture is the 
only one bringing money back from 
abroad. 

So saying we need a new direction, 
we need another this, another that, 
what we need is, with the help of the 
good Lord, a little more rain here and 
less rain there, and a policy that man
ages, I do not care how you slice it. 
Every company, every industry man
ages, manages, and we cannot go and 
face the world because all other coun
tries, most of them camouflage support 
of their agriculture and we would be 
the only one that does not support ag
riculture under the guise of satisfying 
our New York newspaper who says the 
free market. 

The free market has never existed. 
There has always been some manipula
tion. There will be more manipulation, 
and we are shooting ourselves in the 
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foot when we yield to those pleas for 
liberators so that we can be eaten by 
those that camouflage their intentions 
and their agriculture. 

We need strong agriculture, we need 
to have a program where the govern
ment participates, and this program 
unfortunately phases out. Yes, you will 
get a little money. If somebody goes to 
Las Vegas and they win the first thing 
on the machine and second thing on 
the machine, they say we got it. Stay 
there long enough and you have lost it 
all. This is what this is going to do, 
show a little money, show a little 
candy up front. Eventually, 7 years, we 
are off and away and we will be as loose 
as that satellite that broke from the 
tether up in the skies the other day. It 
is loose out there and heaven knows 
where it is going to be. We do not want 
American agriculture to be in that con
dition. 

So I urge Members to support those 
amendments that might make this a 
little better, oppose those that try and 
destroy programs that have worked. 
We are the best fed people in the world, 
we spend less money than everyone 
else in the world, and, oh, the sugar, 
sugar, sugar. We are talking about 
jobs, jobs for Americans, and if you 
open up and the world unloads all the 
sugar, we are not going to have a sugar 
program and the people are not going 
to have lower prices in sugar. Even now 
when we did not have a sugar program 
the prices skyrocketed, skyrocketed to 
the consumer. When we have held it 
down to a level, when we have reduced, 
the product at the retail store did not 
come down, the product that they talk 
about the consumer as being gouged, 
that did not come down at all, the soft 
drinks, all of the cookies, all of the 
candies. They did not come down at all. 
We kept paying the same. But yet they 
blame it all on the program. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope that the 
Members that have listened will agree 
with us also that we need stability. 
Stability can only be done in a partner
ship. That partnership has worked and 
is working, and I hope that we con
tinue it. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make 
the observation to my dear friend and 
colleague from Texas that the New 
York Times editorial board did not sit 
in our offices when we constructed the 
Freedom To Farm Act, and we would 
not want them to sit there, but at least 
in terms of their opinion, it would be 
helpful if they would not perjure agri
culture as he has indicated. 

Let me also say that the gentleman 
from Texas is affectionately called the 
chairman emeritus of the House Agri
culture Committee for good reason. He 
has been a champion of agriculture, he 
has furnished us outstanding leader
ship, he is regarded all over the world 
as a Secretary of State of Agriculture. 

0 1345 
Mr. Chairman, I checked with his 

seven grandchildren, who have men
tioned they are going to have an appre
ciation night for KIKA, pardon me, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA 
GARZA], as of tomorrow in his home 
State of Texas. Of the seven grand
children, four have endorsed the free
dom-to-farm concept. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair
man, I rise today in support of the 
farm bill, and am proud to say I was 
one of the nine original sponsors of the 
first freedom-to-farm bill. 

Last year, Mr. Clinton killed freedom 
to farm when he vetoed the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1995. 

But make no mistake about it. To
day's bill still lives up to that nick
name. 

It still lets the folks who actually 
grow crops decide what to plant-and 
how much. They know their own soil 
better than all the Washington Bureau
crats combined. It cuts Government in
trusive paperwork and provides the 
needed safety net for farmers. 

In less than 2 years of representing 
Kentucky's Second District, I've spo
ken with hundreds of farmers. From 
the Second District alone, more than 45 
members of the Kentucky Farm Bu
reau are here today, waiting for us to 
pass this bill. 

If there's one thing nearly all of 
them agree on, it's that they'd rather 
spend time plan ting and harvesting 
crops than filling out Government pa
perwork. Or drawing lines on maps. 

I think they may be even more ex
cited about our crop insurance reform. 
After the President signs this bill, 
farmers won't be forced to buy crop in
surance just to participate in Govern
ment programs. 

I think many of them will continue 
to but it, but these businessmen and 
women didn't appreciate being told to 
do so. 

They're pretty independent folks, 
and they're looking forward to getting 
some of the burden of big government 
off their backs. 

They're also pretty conservative 
folks. They care about the future of 
their children, and grandchildren. And 
they've told me they're happy to help 
balance the budget if they can spend 
more time in the fields and less at the 
ASCS office. 

They're still looking for further regu
latory reform, and tax cuts that will 
help them stay in business, or pass on 
the family farm. We need to continue 
to pursue these farmer- and family
friendly measures. 

Mr. Chairman, today we begin to 
overhaul our Nation's 60-year-old agri
cultural policy. I congratulate Chair
man ROBERTS' courage and vision on 
this matter. 

This is truly the most sweeping 
change in farm policy since the New 
Deal. 

It's good for farmers, it helps us 
move toward a balanced budget and it 
doesn' t pull the rug out from under the 
people who feed our Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, let's continue to lead, 
let's pass the farm bill. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK
MER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to what has been 
called by the author of this bill as free
dom to farm. I call it freedom not to 
farm, because if anybody reads this 
bill, they will find that farmers are 
able to get payments, and they are not 
little payments, able to get payments 
and they do not even have to farm. 

That is right. I will repeat it. Farm
ers get payments and they do not even 
have to farm. It is not just 1 year, it is 
for 7 years. It is not for a few dollars, 
like a recipient of AFDC or food 
stamps gets. We are talking about 
$80,000 to some farmers. We are talking 
about some farmers over a period of 7 
years getting well over a quarter of a 
million dollars, and they do not have 
to farm. 

Many of those farmers are not the 
little farmers. These are medium-size 
farmers, but they have a lot of farm
land. The amount of farmland they 
have gives them the number of acreage 
that they have been farming, at least 1 
out of the last 5 years, the amount of 
payment. They can get $80,000, and 
then if they have cotton and a market
ing loan program, they can get another 
$150,000. That is $230,000 in 1 year. They 
can also make a half a million on the 
farm operation and still get the 
$230,000. 

There is something wrong here, folks. 
This is not getting government off 
your backs. This is high-priced welfare. 
This is not cheap welfare. This is real 
high-priced welfare. This is not a little 
$300 a month AFDC or an $80 a month 
Food Stamp Program, these are thou
sands of dollars, and over a period of 
years, over Sl million to some farmers, 
over $1 million to a farmer. 

What is going on? I thought we had a 
budget crisis. I though we had prob
lems with money. We are going to give 
$36 billion away in the next 7 years, 
and farmers do not have to do a thing 
if they do not want to. If they want to, 
that is fine, but they do not have to. 

Instead of calling it freedom to farm, 
I would call it freedom not to farm. I 
do not know why they object. I had an 
amendment that I asked to be put in 
order, but the Committee on Rules did 
not permit it. It said at least you have 
to plant some crops in order to get a 
payment. I think that is reasonable. I 
think most people would think that is 
reasonable. But the Committee on 
Rules no, you cannot have that amend
ment; we are not going to permit that 
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because we do not want farmers to 
have to plant crops in order to get 
these payments. 

I think it is terrible that this House 
would even consider making these 
kinds of payments to a very few num
ber, about 28,000 people throughout the 
United States, out of 250 million in 
order to pass freedom not to farm. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
with personal pleasure that I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. LUCAS], a 
very viable member of the committee. 
The gentleman not only brings exper
tise to the Committee on Agriculture, 
but he is a real, live farmer and cattle
man. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2854, the Agri
culture Market Transition Act of 1996. 
It is the agriculture policy that will 
shape rural America as we head into 
the 21st century. 

This new farm policy is based on four 
basic themes: The current program is 
flawed and must be reformed; the Gov
ernment must get out of the farmer's 
fields; farmers must have the ability to 
produce for the markets, not Govern
ment programs; and finally, we must 
provide a predictable and guaranteed 
phasing down, but not out, of Federal 
financial assistance in farm country. 

Taking these basic themes into ac
count, we on the Agriculture Commit
tee formulated the Agriculture Market 
Transition Act. 

To those who will say that this bill 
does not contain true reform, I would 
encourage you to wake up and smell 
the coffee. This bill is the biggest 
change in farm policy that we have 
seen since 1949. This includes peanuts, 
sugar, and dairy. 

Many during this debate will cite 
high commodity prices as a reason for 
sinking this reform. This argument has 
no merit. High prices are a result of a 
short harvest last year and another dis
mal crop projection this year. Sure my 
producers would enjoy S5 wheat if they 
had a crop to sell. But the reality is 
that the High Plains from west Texas 
to the Canadian border are in financial 
turmoil. 

At the time of my producers greatest 
need, Uncle Sam's current assistance 
program is no help. For in a time of 
short crops and high prices, the current 
program asks for money back. It is 
truly senseless. 

Colleagues, in short, the current pro
gram doesn't work. Our job on the 
committee and in this Congress is to 
construct a program that will stop this 
bleeding. I believe the Agriculture 
Market Transition Act is the best way 
to do this. 

My friends, agriculture is truly at a 
crossroads. It is time we break the 
bonds of the old and ring in a market 
oriented program that will guide us 
into the next century. I urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 2854 without 

significant amendment. The future of 
rural America depends on its passage. 
We must have a farm bill. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DOOLEY]. 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the freedom to 
farm proposal. I think all of us would 
agree that there is an appropriate role 
for Government in farm policy. That is 
to provide a safety net for farmers in 
those years of a price collapse. It is to 
provide for assistance in breaking down 
unfair trade barriers that prevent our 
U.S. farmers from being competitive in 
the international marketplace, and 
also to provide assistance in the re
search that can ensure that our farm
ers will have the technology to be the 
low-cost competitors in the world. But 
it is not an appropriate role of the Fed
eral Government to ensure that tax
payers of this country are going to be 
making $36.5 billion in payments to 
farmers over the next 7 years, regard
less of what commodity prices may be. 

Today if Members would go into any 
of the commodity markets on the 
major farm programs, they could for
ward contract in December 1996 on cot
ton, corn, wheat, barley, and oats, at a 
price that is higher than the target 
price today, on which our subsidies are 
based. 

On corn and cotton, you can forward 
contract into December 1997, covering 2 
crop years, at a higher price than the 
target price. Under the current farm 
programs, the taxpayers of this coun
try will be making minimal outlays to 
farmers. But under freedom to farm, 
what happens? We are asking the tax
payers of this country to lay out $5.6 
billion in this next year, and $5.4 bil
lion in the following year. This is just 
not good policy, and it lacks all com
mon sense. 

In fact, we can be thankful that the 
same people that put together this ag
riculture reform were not the ones that 
devised our welfare reform, for if they 
were, we would be ensuring that any
body who received a welfare payment 
in 1 out of the last 5 years, that we 
would give them a welfare payment, 
guaranteed, for the next 7 years regard
less of what happened to their income. 
They could win the lottery and the tax
payers of this country would still be 
obligated to write them a check for 7 
years. 

This is bad policy. It does not ensure 
that farmers in the future will have 
that safety net; not a safety net that 
guarantees them a profit, but a safety 
net that ensures that when we have a 
price collapse, when income is low, 
that the Federal Government will be 
there to ensure that we do not have 
widespread bankruptcies throughout 
this land. 

Oftentimes people have contended 
that this freedom to farm is a transi
tion to an era without subsidies. The 

gentleman, the Republican from Okla
homa, just recently responded that he 
hopes we look at this as a transition, 
not to transition out of programs, but 
to move into a new era. He is still hop
ing we have some financial obligations 
or money going into the agriculture 
sector post-freedom to farm. 

What we ought to be doing is devis
ing a farm policy in this country that 
ensures that our farmers are going to 
have the tools to be competitive in the 
international marketplace. Freedom to 
farm does not provide that. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very happy to yield l112 minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT], 
a good friend and a good champion for 
the farmer. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer 
my strong support for H.R. 2845, the 
Agriculture Market Transition Act in
troduced by the gentleman from Kan
sas, [Mr. ROBERTS]. This legislation 
gives farmers what they want and what 
they need. It is a simple, consistent, 
and flexible farm bill to ensure success
ful family farming operations. 

I do not come to this floor totally 
out of touch with this issue. I was 
.raised on a farm. My folks still farm. I 
spent 16 years as a farm editor before 
getting involved in politics some 12 
years ago. I think this bill represents 
true reform for agricultural programs. 

Let us look at the reality of the situ
ation. This body has become more 
urban as the years have gone by. We 
cannot get the votes out of this body to 
put together the kind of programs that 
have been put together in the past. It 
is just not there. Farmers are becom
ing almost like the eagle on my tie, an 
endangered species. There are not 
many of them left. Yet, if you ask the 
average person on the street what hap
pens if we lose the farmers, their re
sponse is, "It does not make any dif
ference. I have Safeway." They just do 
not understand what is involved in the 
food chain. So this is the one piece of 
legislation that can rescue farmers. 

I guess it boils down to where do you 
put your faith? Do you trust farmers, 
or do you trust bureaucrats and politi
cal appointees? I am going to go with 
the farmers. The farmers want the li
ability to produce for the market in
stead of a Government program. They 
want the ability to manage their land 
in a resourceful type fashion, without 
burdensome controls and regulations. 
This legislation must be passed now. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 
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Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 

I thank by colleague, the ranking 
member of the Committee on Agri
culture, for yielding me the time. 
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Mr. Chairman, this debate today will 

include an amendment that is to be of
fered regarding the sugar program. I 
rise to take my precious 3 minutes to 
address. this amendment. Of all the 
Members who have sugar growers, as 
far as I can see in the statistics, it is 
grown to a much larger extent in my 
district than in any other Member's 
district. There are about 65 Members 
who have producers of sugar, both cane 
and beet, and we have a very, very 
large stake depending upon the out
come of this amendment. 

The Miller-Schumer amendment ba
sically will eliminate U.S. domestic 
sugar production. All the market 
economists and specialists that I have 
spoken to indicate that if this amend
ment should pass today and should be
come law, it will virtually eliminate 
the U.S. sugar production. For myself 
and my district, it will mean about 
6,000 jobs. So I ask the Members of this 
Chamber today in debating the farm 
bill to not talk about this abstract no
tion of commodities. We are talking 
a'!"0nt jobs. 

Listen to the Republican Presidential 
debates and you will see that the 
American people are concerned about 
jobs. When we talk about reforms, cer
tainly, there must be reforms.· We talk 
about cuts in the budget; of course, 
there must be cuts in the budget. 

But when you look at the sugar pro
gram, there is not one penny of tax 
subsidy going into this program, so 
why are we targeting this particular 
industry that is so essential? Are not 
farmers working Americans like any 
other workers anywhere else in our in
dustries? What is the difference? These 
are hard-working people working under 
the standards that have been estab
lished by Congress, whether it is envi
ronmental, labor or health or what
ever, and we want to shut them down 
in place of foreign sugar where there 
are no environmental concerns, no 
workers' standards, no environmental 
standards, no safety standards, and 
give a preference to foreign sugar so 
that a few of our mega corporations 
can make millions and millions of dol
lars at the expense of 420,000 jobs in 
America that are related to the sugar 
industry? It is mind-boggling. 

We are committed to the preserva
tion of jobs in this country. We are not 
for shutting down businesses. Cer
tainly, we are for balancing the budget, 
but no one can show me that there is 
one penny of taxpayers' money going 
into the sugar program. On the con
trary, we are paying into the Treasury, 
and this bill that is coming up is going 
to add more money. 

I ask the Members of the House to 
think carefully about this amendment. 
Are we eliminating jobs and killing an 
entire industry? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for her com
ments. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. CHAMBLISS] , a valued 
member of the committee. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to say to the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture how much I 
appreciate his leadership through what 
has been a very difficult year with ag 
policy. We have stepped into a situa
tion where we have had to meet budget 
constraints and agriculture has always 
been called on, even in years when we 
were not trying to balance the budget, 
to make cuts in our programs. The 
chairman of the committee has been a 
very valued asset to me personally, and 
I thank him for that leadership. 

Also to my subcommittee chairmen, 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
EWING] and the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. BARRETT], who have just 
done a super job in bringing us forward. 
And I thank the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. EMERSON] and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] for their val
ued friendship and leadership. I cannot 
leave out the gentleman from Wiscon
sin . [Mr. GUNDERSON]. He has just 
worked so diligently, the particularly 
in the area of dairy. To my friend, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA 
GARZA] , we on the other side of the 
aisle have had our disagreements cer
tainly, but it has always been in a very 
professional and a very courteous man
ner, and I commend him for his leader
ship over there. 

Agriculture has always been the 
backbone of the economy of this coun
try. I come from the largest agri
culture county in the State of Georgia. 
Agriculture drives our State, and cer
tainly agriculture drives my home 
county and the people there. Less than 
2 percent of the people of this country 
feed 100 percent of the people of this 
country. We provide the safest, finest 
quality of food products on the shelves 
of our grocery stores of anybody in the 
world. We spend less than 10 cents out 
of every dollar on food products, where
as other industrialized countries like 
Japan spend over 20 cents out of every 
single dollar for food products. We are 
able to do that because of strong agri
culture programs that we have in this 
country that provided those safe, high
quality products and we have been able 
to stabilize the retail cost of agricul
tural products over the years. But 
times are changing. We are moving 
into the 21st century. The Agricultural 
Marketing Transition Act moves us in 
the direction. I commend the chair
man, and I urge the support of that 
bill. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. FARR]. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I just heard some stu
dents out in the hallway saying, oh, 

they are just talking about agriculture 
and that is boring. The difficulty with 
this debate is, it is everything but bor
ing because i t is really the engine that 
drives the American economy and it is 
wonderful history and it is great cul
ture and to understand what agri
culture is , is really to listen to this de
bate. 

I happen to represent just one State 
that is very diverse in agriculture in 
California, and California farmers in 
my district, I think, are the most pro
ductive farmers in the world when they 
grow specialty crops. These are big 
crops in our area, but in agriculture 
language here in Washington, they are 
known as minor crops. Specialty crops 
produce 2.5 billion dollars ' worth of 
fresh fruits , vegetables, and horti
culture crops without any Federal 
price supports, without any other di
rect Federal support, including water. 
We grow lettuce and artichokes and 
strawberries and flowers and over 100 
different crops. That is just in two , 
three counties in California. 

They have succeeded by embracing 
the full benefits of potential risks and 
of great market. They are models for 
American agriculture, and I believe 
that American agriculture must move 
in that direction to remain viable into 
the next century. But even market
driven agriculture needs a national 
farm policy. It needs conservation, it 
needs research, it needs rural develop
ment, it needs market promotion. 
These are all really crucial to our fu
ture success and sustainability. I think 
the issue about agriculture in America 
is to sustain it so that our grand
children and great-grandchildren can 
still move into the same lands, hope
fully not covered by shopping centers, 
and allow those great-grandchildren to 
be able to farm in this great country. 

The Federal Government has a deep 
responsibility to make sure that these 
programs help all of rural America. 
H.R. 2854 has some problems because it 
ignores some of the crucial goals of the 
American farm policy. While I do not 
like the transition program that is in 
the bill, I think it is too expensive and 
makes payments regardless of the 
farmer 's production or market prices, 
it still moves agriculture toward the 
market, and I can support that. But I 
cannot support the bill if it also does 
not address the conservation issues, 
the research, and the rural develop
ment and I am particularly concerned 
that it does not address the loss of 
farmland to urban sprawl. 

I have coauthorized legislation with 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. GILCHREST], to help 
States address the troubling loss of 
farmland to urbanization, over a mil
lion acres last year at current rates. 
The States have taken the lead in help
ing farmers keep this land in agri
culture and out of the grasp of urban 
sprawl, and the Federal Government 
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should help these States with their ef
forts , and so far they are not. A version 
of our bill was added to the Senate 
farm bill by Senator SANTORUM. Unfor
tunately, neither this bill nor the con
servation amendment allowed by the 
rule includes any farmland protection 
measures. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot support the 
bill without adequate funding for con
servation, research, and rural develop
ment. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. EWING] and commend him for 
the outstanding job that he has done as 
an excellent subcommittee chairman 
in addressing reform in many of our 
farm programs, particularly in regard 
to sugar and peanuts, the programs 
that probably come under the most 
criticism. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, this is 
crunch time for this Congress. It is 
time for us to act on the farm bill. This 
will be the first important rewrite of 
the depression-era farm programs that 
have been on the books for decades. 

There is some very good news in the 
rewrite that is being proposed here 
today. The good news includes that 
American farmers should be better off 
and better able to decide what they are 
going to plant under this proposal that 
is before us today. It also is good news 
that it brings an end to Government 
control of farm markets and artifi
cially inflated prices and limited food 
supplies. The environment is also 
helped by the legislation we will con
sider here today by removing current 
farm policy, which in some cases has 
been a disincentive to natural crop ro
tation, maybe to overuse of fertilizer. 

Taxpayers I think should also rejoice 
because there is savings in the billions 
in this bill for agriculture. Some crit
ics carp that the reforms do not go far 
enough, and yet others say the reforms 
go too far. The Democratic leadership 
in the House says that the reforms go 
too far, while the administration says 
this bill is going to cost too much and 
it does not go far enough. But I think 
that means that this is a pretty good 
middle-ground reform measure. 

The legislation holds potential for 
far-reaching reforms in agricultural 
policies and will reverse several dec
ades of farm policy. Congress should 
not miss the opportunity today to pass 
this bill because it includes less Gov
ernment, less cost to the taxpayers, 
more production safety net for Amer
ican agriculture, and market orienta
tion. American farmers, American 
farm organizations know this is a good 
bill and there is opportunity in here for 
American farmers to prosper, certainly 
something this Congress should be for. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say in closing 
that the bill includes portions for pea
nuts, for sugar, for cotton, for dairy, 
for feed grains. The bill is a package. 
We cannot just pass part of this pack-

age. We must pass the package for 
American agriculture. Vote "yes" on 
this bill and vote " no" on those amend
ments that would gut this package. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. TEJEDA]. 

Mr. TEJEDA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
now to highlight a gaping hole in this 
farm bill. Missing is the Emergency 
Livestock Feed Assistance Program. 

For more than 50 years, this crucial 
program provided a vital safety net for 
Ii vestock ranchers in times of severe 
drought. This farm bill eliminates that 
protection. 

When a severe drought hits, ranchers 
need assistance to maintain their live
stock. The alternative for many ranch
ers is financial disaster. 

Ranchers must feed their livestock 
whether it rains or not-whether feed 
is plentiful or scarce. The Emergency 
Feed Assistance Program provides 
short-term help during such a crisis. 

Some of my colleagues who returned 
home to huge snow drifts may find this 
hard to believe. But right now, today, 
ranchers in south Texas face a sus
tained drought. 

Formerly productive pastures are 
turned into dust, with no end in sight. 
Rainfall since October is 9 inches below 
normal. With cattle prices low, the cur
rent drought may force many ranchers 
in my district to lose everything. 

The Federal Government should pro
vide a reliable program when ranchers 
need help preserving their livestock. 
Hard-working ranchers depend on us, 
American consumers depend on us, this 
program provides stability in difficult 
times. 

More than 1,000 ranchers in my dis
trict used this Emergency Feed Assist
ance Program last year alone. Without 
it, ranchers will have nowhere to turn 
in times of severe need. 

Ranchers look for all possible options 
during a drought, and turn to this pro
gram as a last resort. Under this farm 
bill, their last option will be gone. 
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. THORNBERRY], a distinguished 
champion of agriculture. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend the chairman of the 
committee and all the members for the 
good job they have done in very dif
ficult circumstances. 

Mr. Chairman, there are three things 
the agricultural economy in my dis
trict desperately needs. First is a good 
gain. No matter how important we 
think we are, I do not think we can do 
much about that. We need better cattle 
prices. I am not sure we can do any
thing about that today. Third, we need 
a farm bill. We are the only ones that 
can do something about that. 

It is too late now. We have got farm
ers, we have got bankers, fertilizer 

dealers, all sorts of people in the rural 
economies who are trying to make de
cisions, and we need a farm bill now so 
they can know what the rules of the 
game are going to be. 

I may not be thrilled with every nook 
and cranny of this bill, but it is some
thing rural America can live with. It is 
something that will continue to pro
vide an abundant, cheap source of food 
and fiber for this country that I think 
all too often we take for granted, and 
it is something that should not be bro
ken up piece by piece, because I am 
concerned the whole thing would un
ravel at that point. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a good 
bill. It ought to be passed. It should 
not be broken up, and farmers need to 
be able to get on about their business. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish that we could 
put the debate in context in that one 
would not go from one end and one 
would not go to the other. 

My distinguished colleague and 
friend from Texas just mentioned, "Got 
to act now." We had all of last year to 
act. But you were doing some contract 
business of some kind and f ergot the 
contract with American farmers and 
agriculture. And also that we are forc
ing. No one has to join the program. 
Any farmer anywhere in the United 
States is free to do what he or she 
wants. They do not have to join the 
program. They can do the free market. 

I know agriculture, fruit and vegeta
bles, they do the free market and do 
not rely to any extent on Government. 
But their costs keep escalating. The 
costs of seed goes up. The cost of fer
tilizer goes up, and you do not know 
what the market is going to be, up or 
down. 

So, Mr. Chairman, we must remem
ber this as one Member comes on the 
floor, says his thing, the one that is 
not here comes and say another thing; 
I wish we could keep it all in context. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LATHAM], another real-life farmer 
and a very valued member of the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the chairman, the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], for the op
portuni ty to speak here today and 
thank him also for the tremendous 
amount of work and effort that he has 
put into this excellent bill, and the 
subcommittee chairs, the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT], the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING], the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
GUNDERSON], the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. EMERSON], who have shown 
such great leadership all through this 
debate. 

This debate has gone on, I believe, 
too long. There has been a lot of ob
struction set up. We could have had 
this bill done several weeks ago except 
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for some Members in the minority 
stopped it through a procedural move, 
but it has been very, very difficult. We 
have had, I think, 19 hearings. We have 
had thousands of people give us input. 
Farmers, real live farmers, themselves 
tell us that finally we need to break 
the central control that Washington 
has on agriculture, to finally let the 
farmers themselves make some of their 
own decisions and to really respond to 
the market that we have today. 

This debate has gone on and on, and 
through the committee process, and I 
am very pleased that we did come up 
with a bill that had bipartisan support 
from the committee to really free up 
agriculture once and finally after 60 
years, to allow individuals to actually 
produce on their farms what they want 
rather than what some bureaucrat here 
in Washington tells them. 

If you look at what happened last 
year in Iowa, we had two disasters, es
pecially in southern Iowa. One was a 
flood that went through, and the sec
ond was the farm program did not 
work, and the catastrophic insurance 
did not work for those farmers. 

What we are asking those people 
from last year to do right now, if we 
would continue the current central 
Washington control program, is to pay 
back deficiency payments because mar
kets are high even though they did not 
have a crop, and it is going to break 
those people. We have got to reform 
this program. We have got to pass the 
bill today and pass it intact, and I ap
preciate the chance to speak. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BAR
CIA]. 

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
limited support of H.R. 2854-the Agri
cultural Market Transition Act. I say 
limited support because the inclusion 
of the sugar and dairy provisions of 
this bill are essential to key compo
nents of production agriculture in my 
district and in my State. Without 
them, I find little to support in this 
bill. 

Farm programs have already been 
cut by 50 percent in the last 10 years. I 
continue to tell my colleagues that if 
other programs had only done half as 
much as agriculture, we probably 
would be spending time trying to deal 
with the budget surplus. But to con
tinue to demand that farmers endure 
greater and greater cuts is a tremen
dous disservice to the most productive 
people in our economic arsenal. It is an 
insult to individuals who year after 
year generate the most positive re
turns on our balance of payments. 

Representations have been made that 
this sugar program is the same as it 
has been for the past several years. 
.That is false. There are already signifi
cant changes proposed in the sugar pro
gram by this bill that I know many 
growers would prefer to avoid. The fact 

is that some changes have to be made 
to continue the program and some 
changes are being made. 

However, Mr. Chairman, there are 
some who dislike the sugar program 
because it makes sugar cost more. 
American consumers have been the 
beneficiaries of some of the most stable 
prices on sugar of any consumer in the 
world. Every other country in the 
world has a sugar price support pro
gram, so the constant reference to the 
alleged "world price" of sugar is a 
farce. That price represents the resid
ual supply that is left over for trade 
when all of the other sugar supplied 
under profit-guaranteeing contracts 
has been sold, and when domestic needs 
have been met. 

A smart businessman knows that if 
he makes a huge profit on 75 to 90 per
cent of his production, he will still 
make a large overall profit if he sells 
the remainder even at a loss. That is 
exactly what is happening with sugar. 
How else can one explain that sugar is 
being sold for between 10 and 12 cents 
per pound-excluding delivery costs so 
don't enP.n buy in to the price you hear 
quoted-when average production costs 
are over 15 cents per pound as dem
onstrated in study after study? 

In my 3 years in Congress, I have yet 
to receive a single letter from a con
stituent saying that the price of sugar 
is too high. So who are these supposed 
consumers who would save if the sugar 
program were gutted as some propose? 
Bakers, candy manufacturers, food 
processors, and soft drink manufactur
ers, that is who they are. The amount 
of sugar contained in a consumer pack
age of their products is usually minor. 
When was the last time any of us saw 
a manufacturer drop the price of a 
candy bar, a box of cereal, a soft drink, 
a bottle of ketchup, or any other prod
uct by a penny or less? Certainly if 
those pennies are multiplied by the 
millions of units of production it turns 
into significant dollars. 

But the point is the consumer never 
has and never will see a price reduction 
due to minor changes in the price of an 
ingredient of a food product. 

Our support program guarantees im
ports of foreign sugar, and those im
ports are expanding. Our producers are 
forced to remain competitive and they 
have done so. The sugar program must 
stay in this bill to have my support. 

Our dairy farmers have also been sin
gled out for mistreatment by some who 
believe that large corporate operations 
should be allowed to drive smaller pro
ducers. Dairy marketing orders have 
allowed reasonable competition with
out destruction of productive capacity. 
They should continue. 

Dairy farmers have been forced to 
pay assessments long enough. It is 
time to stop treating them differently 
than any other producer. This bill ends 
assessments. 

And the bill properly moves strongly 
toward greater exports of dairy prod-

ucts because we know that we need to 
have greater presence in export mar
kets to take full advantage of the pro
ductive capacity of our dairy farmers. 
This bill does this as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I know some truly be
lieve in the idea of transitional pay
ments to end farm price supports, with 
the belief that now at a period of high
er farm prices is the best time to do it. 
It is true that it is the best time from 
the standpoint of not putting producers 
in a precarious position this year. 

But I remain concerned about the fu
ture. If it is anything that a farmer 
knows it is that farm prices do not stay 
high. I am concerned about people who 
will change what they plant, because 
they do not have the production his
tory to qualify for as large a payment 
as do other growers. I am concerned 
about young farmers who have not es
tablished any history, because the full 
brunt of this program falls on them. 
They will be producing for market 
price alone, and these are the farmers 
that we cannot afford to lose. If the 
young farmer disappears, so does our 
ability to have a stable food supply for 
the future. 

Mr. Chairman, I know all programs 
should be reviewed and many need 
modifications. Farm programs are not 
exempt. New paths are being forged 
here today that I hope will be in the 
farmer-and the consumer's-best in
terest for years to come. For that rea
son, I will support final passage assum
ing the bill in the end still contains the 
sugar and dairy provisions I have de
scribed. 

Our farmers are vital. They support 
their communities. They believe in and 
support their country. Most of the 
military academy appointees in my 
district come from rural areas. Our 
farmers deserve our support, and this is 
one Member that is going to give his to 
them. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. LAHOOD], a 
very valuable member of the commit
tee. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
thrill for me to come down on this 
floor and speak on this bill because I 
think it is a very good bill. A lot of 
hard work has gone into it. 

Before I say anything further, I want 
to pay special compliments to the 
chairman of the committee. This will 
be his last farm bill in this House. I 
know that he will be working on many 
more farm bills in the other body when 
he goes over there, but you have done 
great work, Chairman ROBERTS, in cob
bling together all of the different inter
ests. 

I also want to pay my respects to the 
ranking member, who has added so 
much to farm policy in America over a 
long period of time, who is also retir
ing, not to the other body but back to 
Texas. And you have contributed 
mightily to farm policy in America, 
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and I think I speak for Members on 
both sides who say we are in your debt 
to both of you for what you have done. 

We have a good bill. This bill was not 
put together on the spur of the mo
ment. There were 19 hearings held 
around the country, one in central Illi
nois, where we had 500 people show up 
and talked to us about what they 
thought was important about farm pol
icy; 60,000 miles were traveled. This 
committee has worked hard to put to
gether a farm bill. 

The Agricultural Market Transition 
Act, formerly known as Freedom to 
Farm, is a very, very good bill. It will 
save the taxpayers of America, in 
round numbers, $13 billion over 7 years. 
It will cost somewhere in the neighbor
hood of $40-plus billion, but it will save 
an enormous amount, and it will make 
the reform that is necessary and is 
needed in farm country and also with 
relationship to food policy. 

This bill has the support of every 
major farm organization in America, 
and that is something that I think is 
also very, very important, because 
when you look at the diverse group of 
farm organizations in this country, 
they represent many different points of 
view. This bill has bipartisan support. 
Three Democrats on our committee 
voted for this bill , as well as all of the 
Republicans. 

In the Senate, a similar bill was 
passed with 20 Democrats. It is not 
identical, but it is similar to. It makes 
the reform that is needed. 

When we talk about reforming every
thing else in Government, we are also 
talking about reforming agriculture, 
decoupling agriculture from Govern
ment, getting the rules and regulations 
off the backs of farmers, giving them 
the flexibility to do what they know 
how to do best, which is plant and grow 
crops and provide the food and fiber for 
our country and for the world. 

It makes an awful lot of sense for 
every Member of this Chamber to sup
port this bill, and for those who had 
heartburn about certain provisions, 
they have been allowed to offer their 
amendments and will offer amend
ments later on. 

0 1430 
I think that the Committee on Rules 

has been very fair in allowing many 
different points of view to be offered in 
their amendments. 

So in the final analysis, I think it is 
incumbent upon all Members of this 
Chamber, both Republicans and Demo
crats, to support this bill. It is a good 
bill. It makes sense. For those who 
think we have taken all too long, at 
one time you were saying we have not 
taken enough time. Some say we have 
taken too much time. The time is now 
for foreign policy to be set so our farm
ers and ranchers across the country 
will know what the policy will be. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. The 
gentleman from Kansas, Chairman 

ROBERTS, deserves a lot of credit for 
the work he has done. I congratulate 
the gentleman, and encourage all Mem
bers in this body to support this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of H.R. 
2854, the Agricultural Market Transition Act. 
But, first, Mr. Chairman, I want to personally 
commend the distinguished chairman of the 
House Agriculture Committee, PAT ROBERTS. 
PAT, you have done a remarkable job. Your 
efforts are monumental and revolutionary. I 
wish you well in the future. Kansas will cer
tainly benefit from your wisdom and tireless ef
forts for many years to come. 

Mr. Chairman, the Agriculture Market Tran
sition Act is a culmination of voices from 
around the country. Chairman ROBERTS took 
the committee on the road to gather input from 
real farmers. The committee traveled over 
10,000 miles and heard from 300 witnesses 
on what farmers and ranchers wanted in Fed
eral farm policy. The central Illinois men and 
women, who testified, all first, second, and 
third generation family farmers, were unani
mous in their call for less regulation from 
Washington and a more market-oriented pro
gram, which allows producers to grow accord
ing to market signals, and not edicts from 
Washington. The message was clear, Mr. 
Chairman: give the family farmer a break. "Let 
us decide what to plant, rather than bureau
crats in Washington". 

The Agriculture Market Transition Act, with 
its 7-year guaranteed payments, does just 
that. It removes burdensome regulation and 
allows producers to get more of their income 
from the marketplace. It frees production agri
culture to meet the food demands of emerging 
economies around the world, as more and 
more countries embrace democratic ideas and 
principles. This bill, Mr. Chairman, takes 
American agriculture into the 21st century to 
meet those demands. 

Mr. Chairman, the American public will not 
stand for the status quo. They want reform. 
This bill is reform. I urge my colleagues to 
support the bill. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
POMEROY]. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the ranking member for yielding 
me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take issue 
with a couple of things the preceding 
speaker, a gentleman for whom I have 
great respect, just said. First of all, he 
indicated this bill is essentially like 
the Senate bill. In fact , I have major 
problems with the Senate bill, but it is 
a huge improvement over the bill be
fore us. Such an improvement, in fact, 
that some of us sought to have it of
fered as an amendment today so we 
could vote for the Senate version in
stead of the House version. 

I am surprised that the rule just 
passed does not allow us to even vote 
on the Senate version, but I think it 
underscores the fact that this is not 
the Senate version of the farm bill be
fore us. 

The gentleman observed the process 
has been terrific , wonderful , fair. I do 

not know what Committee on Agri
culture he has been on, but it has not 
been the House Committee on Agri
culture I have been serving on. In fact , 
there has not been one hearing, not one 
hearing, of the freedom to farm bill 
that is before us today. Can you imag
ine, the most significant overhaul of 
agriculture policy in decades, and on 
the actual bill the chairman does not 
schedule a hearing? That is what we 
have had to endure. 

Amendments, the gentleman said if 
they had problems with the bill they 
could just offer an amendment. Well , I 
should tell the gentleman, he is abso
lutely incorrect. I had a problem with 
this bill, a huge problem. I will explain 
it to you in a moment. but I tried to 
offer an amendment, and the Commit
tee on Rules did not make it in order. 

Unlike prior farm bills that offered 
much less a radical overhaul of farm 
programs and were considered under 
open rules allowing free flowing debate 
and give and take, this is under a 
closed rule. The amendments offered 
make the bill worse. But if you have an 
ame:ndment that made it better, they 
did not allow it. 

Here is where the bill falls apart. Its 
fatal flaw is that it fails to recognize 
the fundamental economics of family 
farming. Family farmers invest and ex
pose hundreds of thousands of dollars 
every crop year. 

I do not care how good you are, there 
are two risks you cannot do much 
about: Production loss or market price 
collapse. Those are exposures that you 
just have to deal with. It has been the 
role of past farm programs to help fam
ily farmers deal with those risks. This 
bill does not help family farmers deal 
with those risks. This bill eliminates 
the protections formerly offered, pro
tections which I and others call a safe
ty net for family farmers. 

They have eliminated the safety net, 
but offered instead some up front pay
ments, payments that look pretty good 
in 1996 and 1997, but ultimately elimi
nate the protections family farmers 
need to stay in business. That is where 
this bill is absolutely wrong and abso
lutely against the interests of every 
farmer, every community dependent 
upon farming, right across the country. 

I urge the Members of this body to 
reject this bill. It has been deeply 
flawed in process, but it is even more 
fatally flawed in substance. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from Wyoming [Mrs. CUBIN], 
a valuable member of the Republican 
Task Force on Agriculture. 

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, I do have 
to take exception with the previous 
speaker. As it was pointed out earlier, 
there were 19 hearings held in order to 
put this bill together, so there was 
plenty of input, there was plenty of ne
gotiation. This is a result of hours and 
hours of tough negotiations. 
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As far as taking the safety net out 

from under American farmers, there 
are no better producers in the world 
than American farmers. What the role 
of the United States should be is to 
create a level playing field so that our 
producers can compete. Then they 
should see that the regulations for that 
level playing field are enforced. Amer
ican farmers can compete every time. 

While this bill may not be perfect, it 
is a complete package. To attack or 
separate out one program is to threat
en the cohesive hold of the negotiated 
package. This is a negotiated package. 
If the bill is ripped apart, there will be 
fewer benefits than if the complete 
package is adopted. 

I do not know of any person involved 
in agriculture that wants to remain 
under the thumb of the Federal Gov
ernment. Again, what the Federal Gov
ernment's role should be is to see that 
our agriculture producers are allowed 
to compete on a level playing field. 

Let me give an example. The sugar 
program is part of this bill. It has been 
greatly reformed, and yet it still re
mains under attack. The loss of the re
formed sugar program will devastate 
the domestic industry. The domestic 
industry has taken part in these nego
tiations. They have given everything 
they can give and still try to keep this 
industry alive. There is nothing more 
that they can give. 

I commend the chairman and the 
committee for their work on this, and 
I urge that everyone vote in favor of 
the entire package and against the 
amendments. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to clarify what 
the gentlewoman just mentioned who 
just spoke and the colleague from 
North Dakota, Mr. POMEROY, felt that 
his word had been challenged. I agree 
with the gentleman. One, the only 
thing that I agree with the gentle
woman is this is not a perfect bill, pe
riod. 

A negotiated package: I do not know 
who they negotiated with, because I 
was not a party. Any member of the 
minority was not a party. So I do not 
know who they negotiated with. I will 
state here and now that there was no 
hearing on the introduced bill which 
we are discussing now, no hearings. 

Now, they rambled all over the 
United States prior to the session, but 
basically all of that was lost because of 
this contract business that we wasted 
all of last year on. 

So the gentleman from North Dakota 
[Mr. POMEROY] was correct, and I back 
him. There was no hearing at all on the 
introduced bill. It was a negotiated 
package? I do not know who they nego
tiated with, unless it was the majority 
with their leadership. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
personal privilege and pleasure to yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-

souri [Mr. EMERSON], a close friend and 
colleague and esteemed subcommittee 
chairman, the gentleman who knows 
more about nutrition and food stamps 
than perhaps anybody else in the Con
gress, a valued member of the comm.it
tee. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished chairman for 
yielding me time. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend the distinguished 
chairman of the committee for the out
standing leadership that he has dis
played in putting together a farm bill 
in very, very difficult circumstances as 
they relate particularly to the budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 2854, the Agricultural Market 
Transition Act. A definitive farm pro
gram plan is anxiously awaited by pro
ducers throughout the country as they 
begin planting the 1996 crop and pre
pare for a new crop marketing year. 
This bill provides the definitive farm 
program that farmers need while deliv
ering the U.S. taxpayer a program that 
represents budgetary savings over the 
next 7 years. 

For many years now, the American 
consumer has enjoyed the most abun
dant and affordable supply of food and 
fiber in the world. Our Nation's Federal 
agricultural policy is responsible, in 
part, for this success and it is on that 
foundation that we must work toward 
the future. 

The world around us has evolved over 
the past 5 years and now our agricul
tural livelihood must evolve in re
sponse to those changes. As we prepare 
for the next millennium of American 
agriculture, we will look to the future 
and see a global market that is more 
critical to the American producer than 
ever before. Moreover, in some reaches 
of the globe, the outlook has never 
looked so promising. 

The bill before us today is a step for
ward in the evolution of farm policy. 
H.R. 2854, the Agricultural Market 
Transition Act, mirrors the conference 
report of title I of the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1995. It represents sweeping 
change in farm policy by presenting 
farm producers with greater flexibility 
to pursue profits from the market
place, but retains elements of the pol
icy that has served us so well over the 
years such as the nonrecourse market
ing loans. 

This measure represents com
promises made to help ensure that pro
ducers in all regions of the country will 
make a smooth transition to a more 
market oriented program. It also offers 
the regulatory reform and flexibility 
that farmers have been seeking to help 
them plant for the world market rather 
than the U.S. Government. Moreover, 
H.R. 2854 moves future farming genera
tions toward a more secure financial 
future by helping attain our respon
sible balanced Federal budget goals. 

I regret that, through the adminis
tration's veto of the Balanced Budget 

Act of 1995, the White House chose to 
disregard the principles and fundamen
tal goals of a balanced Federal budget. 
At the same time this lapse in farm 
policy has stymied the cropping and fi
nancing efforts of farmers across the 
Nation. However, today we have the 
opportunity to get fiscal policy and 
farm legislation back on the right 
track through the passage of this bill 
and I urge its adoption, without signifi
cant amendments. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I do so to commend 
the gentleman from Missouri, who just 
spoke. Unfortunately we do not have 
the nutrition part in this bill, but the 
gentleman has been a leader and has 
worked diligently in that area. Hope
fully, we might soon get on to farm bill 
n so that we might cover those areas 
that our distinguished colleague from 
Missouri has worked so hard on. We 
thank the gentleman for his interests 
and for what the gentleman has done. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the distinguished 
chairman emeritus for his very kind re
marks. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON]. 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Texas for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is not perfect, 
and the process probably could have 
been a lot better and a lot different 
than it was, but I think we lose sight 
that there are some good things in this 
bill. We are reforming the sugar pro
gram and extending it, something that 
a lot of people did not think we were 
going to get done, but we got accom
plished in this bill. 

There have been, in certain areas, a 
lot of work done within the committee. 
I just want to talk about the dairy pro
visions. I wanted to commend the gen
tleman from Wisconsin, Chairman 
STEVE GUNDERSON, and his committee 
for all the work that they have done in 
this area. The gentleman and I and 
others traveled to every part of this 
country to put together these dairy 
changes. 

People need to understand that this 
is the most significant reform in the 
dairy program that has been offered up 
in 50 years. Most of it is reform. We do 
some things to help the farmer. We get 
rid of the budget assessments. We do a 
lot of things that a couple of years ago 
would have been very controversial 
with farmers and people did not want 
to do. We discontinue the price sup
ports on butter and powder imme
diately. We reduce price supports over 
time on cheese and make a number of 
reforms that frankly a lot of people 
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thought we were never going to be able 
to accomplish. 

There are going to be alternatives 
put forward here that claim to be re
form, but if one looks into them, one 
will find out that they are phasing this 
out over a long period of time. Histori
cally, when we tried to get the order 
system changed and when the depart
ment even had testimony in their hear
ings that they ought to change the 
order system, it has not happened. In 
this bill we have order system reform 
mandated. There is a hammer. If it 
does not happen, the class 1 price dif
ferentials that are written into the 
statutes are going to be repealed. 

There is significant reform in the 
dairy area in this legislation. The com
mittee, at least in that part of the 
process, did its work. We traveled all 
over the country. We worked on a bi
partisan basis. We have come up with a 
bill here that I think we can all be 
proud of and support. I just hope that 
the people will not lose sight of the 
fact that there has been a lot of good 
work put into this bill just because 
there are a couple of areas that are 
controversial and we are divided on. 

So I voted for this bill in committee, 
and I encourage the support of my col
leagues if we keep the dairy part of 
this bill in the bill. 

D 1445 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. CRAPO], another valued member of 
the House Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
pleasure for me to stand in support of 
this legislation today. There has been a 
lot of talk about whether we really are 
reforming and whether the right re
forms have been made. The bottom line 
is that the big debate here is another 
playout of some of the big debates we 
have had over the last year. It is 
whether we want Government control 
of the agriculture industry or whether 
we want to start freeing up our agricul
tural producers so they can farm to 
market principles rather than for the 
Government. 

I think it is very critical to point out 
that we have heard a lot of talk in 
America for the last 4 or 5 weeks about 
the critical crisis we face in agri
culture because Congress has not got a 
farm bill out. Our farm producers do 
not know what crops to plant. 

They do. Their lenders do not know 
whether they can lend to them and on 
what basis they can lend to them. It is 
a signal point that we have gotten to 
the point in this country when Amer
ican agriculture producers have to wait 
for Congress to tell them what they 
can plant before they can make their 
planting decisions. That is what this 
reform battle is all about. 

There are a lot of people who will try 
to say, well, we should not have this 
kind of a freedom to farm approach be-

cause it does not connect with crop 
prices or we should not have this type 
of reform. But the real battle here, the 
battle we are fighting in this Congress 
on this issue as so many others is 
whether we should have the ability in 
the agricultural community, the agri
cultural industry in this country to 
make decisions about what to plant, 
when to plant, how much to plant, and 
all of the other decisions that have to 
be made based on market principles 
and market decisions rather than on a 
Government, a Federal statute. 

I held farm meetings in my district, 
26 counties, and talked to those who 
produce the food supply for the people 
of our Nation. They told me that if we 
do anything in terms of reform, they 
want us to get the Federal Government 
out of the business of running agri
culture. That is what this bill does. 
That is why we ought to support it. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, no farmer is forced to 
use the program. Letting farmers plant 
what they want, when they want it, 
how they want it, they can do that 
now. We were ratcheting down. We 
were reforming. We were changing. We 
are taking -regulation down. We were 
doing that in a systematic manner, at 
the same time saving $50 billion. The 
previous gentleman, he would not lis
ten when we mentioned and said the 
farmer wants Government out of his 
hair. Government can be out of his hair 
today and continues to be. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from North Carolina 
[Mrs. CLAYTON]. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding time to me and also to rise 
and say, yes, farmers do indeed want a 
farm bill. They are complaining that 
they have no guidance from us. But I 
am not sure they are asking for this 
farm bill, and if we were sincere in 
wanting to respond to the urgency and 
to the emergency of the lack of a farm 
bill, we would have easily put on this 
floor the Senate farm bill as flawed as 
that is. 

So this is not really about responding 
to the urgency of it. This is indeed 
about changing how we respond to 
farmers in our communities. Tradition
ally, we have provided what we called a 
safety net, not necessarily any guaran
teed payment. This proposal says over 
the next 7 years we will guarantee pay
ment that will be coupled from produc
tion and that will not ever guarantee 
people, even if they do not indeed plant 
their individual crops. 

We should have a safety net. A safety 
net recognizes that reasonable food, 
safe food is in the interest of America. 
We will not let our small farmers go 
down without having that safety net to 
retrieve when they need that. That is 
what this is about. 

Let us speak about what is not in 
this proposal. There are no funds in 

this proposal about rural development. 
What happened to all of our citizens, 
their opportunity for clean water, for 
sewerage, for housing, for the things 
that make it livable in our commu
nities? We do not find that in this farm 
bill. And if we are talking about going 
to a market system, why are we not 
putting more moneys in development 
to enhance our farmers' new tech
nology and new research so they can 
compete? There are no moneys in this 
particular farm bill for that. 

Again, we do not want to have food 
stamps, where we are feeding the poor. 
We want to take that out. Again, we 
want to decouple any relationship to 
the larger community to the farm bill. 
So this farm bill is not only deficient 
in what it has, but it also is deficient 
in what it does not have. 

This is a bad farm bill, either way 
you look at it. Perhaps more devastat
ing, however, than what it contains 
and what it does not contain is how we 
derived this farm bill. This farm bill, 
we had no hearings on this floor or in 
our committee as an organization to 
really co:asider this. We went to some 
field hearings, yes, and I participated 
in some. But we would not take that 
collective information, bring it to
gether so we could deliberate. That 
perhaps is the most detrimental part of 
this process. It is flawed in how we de
rived it. It is flawed as to what we are 
going to do to the poor farmers who are 
not going to have opportunities. Why 
would we be paying cotton farmers now 
high prices and cotton now is at a high 
price? It makes no sense, makes no 
sense. 

If we related the farm bill to the wel
fare reform, we really would be paying 
welfare mothers for the next 7 years at 
the rate they are getting for the last 5 
years. 

If we made that comparison, we 
would see that what we are doing is 
guaranteeing paying our farmers in a 
welfare farm. Farmers do not want to 
be treated that way. They want to be 
treated with respect. They only want 
the Government money when they need 
it. Here we are guaranteeing it at a 
fixed rate, although we are sliding it 
down over the next 7 years, and then 
we drop them altogether. 

I think that is unreasonable. It is un
fair and this bill should be rejected on 
the face of it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROB
ERTS] that he has 22 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA] has 12 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
privilege to yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for the time and for his 
excellent work on behalf of reforming 
this agricultural program for America. 

Most programs in this bill that are 
being debated are subsidized American 
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farm com.modi ties. Sugar is not. Sugar 
is not subsidized currently under the 
farm programs. Sugar is the one com
modity that is an import problem, not 
an export problem. Sugar is an import 
problem because across the oceans the 
sugar cartel exists that in many cases 
subsidizes the production of sugar in 
many countries and then has the ca
pacity to dump undercost surplus sugar 
into our market unless we do some
thing about it. 

The farm program has traditionally 
done something about it. It sets a limit 
on how much of this cheap subsidized 
foreign sugar can be dumped into the 
U.S. market. I can tell my colleagues 
what would happen if the proponents of 
the amendment to eliminate the sugar 
program succeed. They may or may not 
believe me. But I can tell my col
leagues what really happened in the 
1970's when the sugar program was not 
around for a 5-year period. What hap
pened was for the first year, the 
dumped cheap sugar came in, American 
consumers were so happy. The price of 
sugar dropped about 8 cents a pound. 
Thirty-some-odd mills shut down in 
Louisiana. Sugar family farmers 
dropped out of business in Louisiana. I 
have got 20,000 families in the business 
in my district. They went out of busi
ness in the end. 

The bottom line is that after this 
awful destruction in the sugar farm 
economy, the price of sugar to the 
American consumer went up to 70 cents 
a pound, a tenfold increase. That is 
what we are in for if we yield to those 
folks who want to end the sugar pro
gram and allow cheap, subsidized, for
eign, dumped sugar to come in at un
limited rates. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat that 
amendment. The current program 
guarantees stability of prices for Amer
icans at about half the price most 
other people are paying in most na
tions in the world. It guarantees the 
farmer a chance to make a living, a 
chance to survive, a chance to produce 
sugar for Americans made in America. 
Without the sugar program, that 
chance ends; 20,000 sugar families in 
my district are likely out of business, 
420,000 Americans out of business, a $26 
billion loss of business for America. 
That does not make sense. 

We need to defeat this amendment 
aimed at killing the sugar program, be
cause that is what it does. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], our distin
guished colleague and a great leader in 
this effort. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say in the beginning that I agree 
with those that have characterized the 
bill before us as not a perfect bill. I 
would also agree with those that have 
characterized the process which brings 
us today as being deficient in many, 
many areas. But we are here. 

Now I would say, I think it is time to 
put in a good word for agriculture. 
There were some 74 amendments that 
were to be offered today, but under the 
moderately closed rule we only have 14. 
Many of those 14 are very harmful, ex
tremely harmful to an already defi
cient bill. I would hope that my col
leagues could rally and to keep some of 
these additional bills from passing or 
the amendments to the bill. 

Much has been said about market 
orientation. Let me point out to the 
House that since 1981, the 1981, 1985, 
and 1990 farm bills have moved us into 
the international marketplace. We 
have been quite successful because this 
year the expected exports of agri
culture commodities are running at $60 
billion. The trade surplus is running at 
$22 to $24 billion. We are told that . for 
every Sl billion there are 20,000 jobs 
that are created, so this bill today is a 
giant job creator. 

We will hear a lot about subsidies 
and expenditures and budgets today. 
Let us make sure we start the debate 
with a solid base, not the baseline but 
a solid base. The l!:i90 farm bill spent 
$56.9 billion. The bill before us proposes 
to spend $42.96 billion over 7 years. The 
previous was 5 years. The bill before us 
cuts not rate of increase but cuts ex
penditure on agriculture by 46 percent. 
Some of us feel that is too extreme for 
an industry as important as agri
culture is. We fought that fight, but we 
have lost because we are a minority 
voice. 

There will be a lot said, as my pre
vious speaker, my colleague from Lou
isiana did an excellent job of talking 
about the sugar industry. We can say 
the same about almost any industry. 
The only justification that any of us 
can stand on this floor and suggest 
that subsidies for agriculture or any 
other business are justified, is to pro
vide a level playing field for our pro
ducers in the international market
place. That is the only justification 
that we can have today. 

Let me point out that the European 
Union will spend $40 billion this year 
and $40 billion next year and $40 billion 
the year after, and yet we expect our 
producers to compete with that kind of 
subsidy. We are being outspent six to 
one. Yet it seems that the majority 
wants to see us phase those out and 
have our producers go cold turkey in 
this international marketplace. That is 
why some of us believe that is not the 
best policy. 

We had this a few years ago, three to 
be exact, those that suggested that the 
elimination of farm programs should 
be the direction we have already suc
ceeded in wool and mohair. And every
body rejoiced. The editorial boards, the 
TV commentators, everyone rejoiced 
that we killed the wool and mohair 
program. What has been the result for 
the United States? U.S. sheep breeding 
herds have dropped 21.6 percent. Six-

teen thousand American families have 
quit the sheep industry. Lamb imports 
have increased by 50 percent, wool im
ports by 11 percent. Four of the Na
tion's lamb packing plants have closed, 
including the only plants in Texas, the 
only plant in Minnesota, and the only 
producer-owned plant in California. 
The Nation's largest wool textile com
pany has filed for bankruptcy. 

I chose to use my 5 minutes to talk 
about the state of agriculture as it is 
and the importance of taking a bill 
that many of us believe is extremely 
deficient in many, many areas. But for 
heaven's sake, let us not make it worse 
by pursuing the idea that somehow, 
some way our producers can compete 
in the international marketplace with 
our Government not standing shoulder 
to shoulder with them, and that is fool
ish. 

D 1500 
That is the debate that we have 

heard, and I want to concur with the 
ranking member who said when we 
talk about hearings on freedom to 
farm, there have been no hearings on 
freedom to farm, and my colleagues 
know it. We have had hearings on the 
farm program and the direction it 
ought to go; that is true. But at no 
time did we ever have any discussions 
of the specifics of what this particular 
legislation will do for us, to us, or any 
other way. 

So as we go into this debate now, in 
many areas I hope that we can con
centrate on the fact that agriculture is 
a rather important industry and needs 
to be supported to the best of our abil
ity. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY], an
other valued member of the House 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 2854. 

As a freshman Member of Congress, I 
came here to reform this process, and 
in the ag bill we have done just that. It 
amazes me to look at the amendments 
that have been filed, people that have 
the best intentions but do not under
stand rural America. They do not un
derstand supply management. They do 
not understand cost to the consumer; 
sugar, for one. 

Yes, I am here to talk about reforms 
because they are in the bill. Retail 
prices of sugar, lower than most any
where else in the world, here in the 
United States; 40-plus thousand jobs 
here in the United States. 

As my colleagues know, this Con
gress has passed NAFTA, it has passed 
GATT, promised great things for the 
American consumer. Do we get a price 
break from any of those benefits? Abso
lutely not. And what we are talking 
about today is not a phaseout program 
as described by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER]. 
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It is death and elimination of a pro
gram; it is death and elimination of 
jobs. It will be an increase in price to 
the consumer. 

Sugar is blamed for a lot of things on 
this House floor. Coca Cola, Diet Coke, 
Regular Coke, priced the same. Cereal; 
5 cents worth of sugar in a box of ce
real costs 4 bucks. Is sugar the culprit? 
Absolutely not. 

My colleagues, we are ushering in a 
new era of ag policy in this Nation, but 
let us remember those that have jobs 
that are supporting their families. In 
my community I have families, white, 
black, Hispanics, feeding their children 
through their hard labor working for 
the sugar industry. They are not on 
welfare; they have proud jobs. Do not 
succumb to the temptation of those 
that indicate that their amendments 
are reform. Their amendments are de
struction for the U.S. ag policy, for the 
abundant supply of food that we now 
have, and it is, in fact , for the elimi
nation of thousands of jobs. 

I stand here today proudly backing 
the chairman's efforts to reform our 
farm programs. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. SMITH], who is yet an
other valued member of the House 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, as my colleagues well know, we 
are all valued members in that com
mittee now. 

I think the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM] made a point that 
should be recognized, and that is that 
major cuts in programs of this budget, 
there are two major cuts when we look 
at what has happened in the last 7 
years and the next 7 years. One is an 
actual dollar cut in defense spending; 
one is an actual dollar cut in agricul
tural spending. 

As I talked to my colleagues, there is 
an impression that farmers are rich 
and therefore do not need any help. I 
think it would be good if I just covered 
how some of the farmers in my district 
live. Most of the farmers average 320 
acres, a lot of dairy farmers. That 
means they get up at 5 o'clock in the 
morning since cows have to be milked 
roughly 12 hours apart. They get up at 
5 o'clock in the morning. Sometimes 
the water is frozen. It is tough to get 
out of that bed. They get home at 
night after doing chores in the evening 
at about 7:30. 

These farmers live on very meager 
incomes, often having to take their 
kids out of music lessons because their 
income from farming is not that good. 
We look at some farmers that have 
maybe thousands of acres of land and 
maybe end up being millionaires, but 
that is not the norm. 

What is keeping this industry the 
strongest in the world are the individ
ual owners that are putting in those 14-
hour days and producing the food and 

fiber that has allowed this country to 
grow. We now produce food and fiber 
for only 11 percent of our take home 
dollar. That compares to about 20 per
cent in Europe, and if we get into the 
Asian countries, 50 and 60 and 70 per
cent. We have the highest quality food 
and fiber at the lower price of any 
place in the world, and it is because 
farmers spend a tremendous amount of 
time working. 

As we make this transition to the 
marketplace, it is important that we 
do it gradually. I would hope that most 
of these amendments could be defeated. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT]. When the 
Republican Party wished to set up a 
Republican task force on agriculture, 
made up of a preponderance of our new 
freshmen Members, the choice for the 
chairman of the task force was obvi
ous, and so I am delighted to yield him 
2 minutes to speak in regards to this 
general debate. 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, it 
is my honor to be chairing the Repub
lican task force on agriculture, thanks 
to his input, and the gentleman is due 
an awful lot of congratulations on this 
bill, Mr. Chairman. The gentleman has 
made me and those of us who are not 
members of the Committee on Agri
culture, but who care about agri
culture, feel very much a part of the 
Committee on Agriculture, and at 
times, frankly, Mr. Chairman, it has 
been nice not to be a member of the 
committee, be a member of the Com
mittee on Appropriations ag sub
committee, given the hard challenges 
my colleagues have had this year. 

But he is to be congratulated, and I 
am happy to rise in support this really 
revolutionary bill. It is the Agriculture 
Market Transition Act. It is a new look 
for American agriculture, one that is 
not overnight change for farmers in 
this country, but one that is a program 
that is phased in, that will be delib
erately and sensibly imposed upon the 
farmers of America, giving them the 
ultimate opportunity to adjust to a 
market economy and farm for the mar
ket, not farm for the Government pro
grams that exist. It is easing them into 
the very challenging efforts to compete 
in a world market, and it is something 
that is appropriate that we do for 
American agriculture. 

I want to remind my colleagues that 
this is not the only time we will look 
at changes in agriculture policy by this 
Federal Government. We will take a 
look back in the next year and two and 
three and four to make sure that this 
approach to agriculture reform is 
working. We will also be looking at a 
farm bill, too, a chance for this Con
gress to have an opportunity to revise 
and make regulatory reform and tax 
reform to assist the American farmer. 
That is what Government should and 
should seriously be doing as we move 
into the next century of agriculture. 

This is revolutionary change for agri
culture. It is difficult for everybody to 
accept all at once. That is why we are 
phasing it in. It is good for the Amer
ican farmer , and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remainder of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate all of 
those that have participated in the de
bate. I may not have agreed with all 
that has been said. I have taken and 
would take exception to some of the 
areas that have been addressed, I think 
incorrectly, but nonetheless I would 
not challenge any Member's preroga
tive to say what she or he might want 
to. 

But I do want to again say that when 
there was mention that it was nego
tiated, it was not negotiated with the 
minority, certainly not with the rank
ing member of the minority. I now sus
pect that it was negotiated with this 
task force led by the gentleman from 
Washington and not with the minority, 
so it was a negotiation within the ma
jority and their leadership, and that is 
a flawed process. 

This is a people's House; this is where 
people are supposed to, through their 
elected Representatives, have input 
into the legislative process. We had 
none. Those of us that happen to be in 
the minority had no opportunity to 
represent our people, to represent our 
constituencies. We were not given that 
opportunity, and this is the flawed 
process that I am objecting to. 

At the Committee on Rules, the same 
thing. We have been told, well, that is 
how the Democrats did it. It is here 
and now, and I am not here to argue 
how or when or what. All I know is 
that we are effectively told this is how 
it is going to be done, we are in charge 
and we are sorry if you do not like it, 
that is too bad. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BISHOP]. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman's courtesy in al
lowing me to be heard on this. This 
farm bill is something that is tremen
dously important to the people of the 
district that I represent. 

As many of my colleagues already 
know, I represent the largest peanut 
growing district anywhere in the 
United States. Peanuts are a very, very 
important industry in south Georgia. I 
represent those very proudly, and I am 
here to talk about this farm bill be
cause my farmers are anxious. 

The people in middle and south Geor
gia are concerned that we are here al
most at the end of February with no 
farm bill. They do not know how much 
to plant, when they can plant. They do 
not know how much rent to pay, they 
do not know how much rent to charge. 
They do not know whether or not they 
will be able to get loans in order to fi
nance their crop for the 1996 year. 
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Time is of the essence. We cannot 

stop the calendar. We cannot stop na
ture. This farm bill must go forward. 

There is a lot that I do not like about 
this farm bill. The direction that we 
are taking our farm policy is not nec
essarily a good direction. Yet we have 
worked very hard to reform the peanut 
provisions in this bill. I believe that 
the peanut program has been very 
thoroughly and soundly reformed and 
that it will represent market orienta
tion and a low net cost to taxpayers. 
There are some things we do not par
ticularly care for, but at this point we 
must get a farm bill and we must get it 
passed now. 

I .urge this House and my colleague 
to think seriously about what this 
farm bill will mean to all the farmers 
who are now waiting anxiously to get 
their crops in the ground, to make 
their financial arrangements, and to 
get a crop for 1996. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remainder of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, let me at this point 
thank the Democratic leadership in the 
House, for they have in no way, in any 
way negative, interfered with the proc
ess. They have allowed us to make the 
decisions; they have allowed us to work 
toward setting the policy. The unfortu
nate part is that we have not been al
lowed by the majority, but we have had 
a free hand from our leadership to do 
what we as a committee, members of 
the Committee on Agriculture, saw 
best for American agriculture. And it 
is not only American agriculture. It is 
out there, the infrastructure, roads, 
water, housing, electricity, all of those 
areas that encompass living in rural 
America. We have the same right as 
urban and as other areas to expect as
sistance in areas where there is need. 

The farm family has the same right 
to have a light out there in the coun
tryside, to have telephones out there in 
the countryside, to have roads out 
there in the countryside, to have as
sistance for their children at the 
schools. We have not discussed this; 
this has not been a part. This has come 
down, down, down, and we find our
selves here frustrated to the end. After 
32 years here, this is a first time that 
I have had to direct input through the 
committee process on the final version 
that we are discussing. 

0 1515 
Mr. Chairman, I would say to the 

chairman of the committee, he may 
share some of his frustration because 
he might have been on that side of it, 
but not because of the leadership of the 
Committee on Agriculture. Always, 
every ranking member that I had when 
I was chairman was consulted. Every
thing was done together. Our leader
ship did not interfere. If I made a deal 
with, God rest his soul, Mr. Madigan as 
ranking member, our leadership agreed 
and supported us in those agreements. 

Unfortunately, the willingness of this 
committee chairman personally has 
not in any way helped us in that re
spect because he has not had that free
dom and that ability. 

I do not know if this will make prob
lems for him or not, but this is a fact, 
that he has been most willing to co
operate at all times, but the guidance 
and the substance has come from other 
directions. The timing has come from 
another direction. We have not been 
part. 

The only experience I have had this 
session with a conference committee 
was when we were told by the senior 
Senator, chairman of the conference: 
"We are not going to give you any time 
to speak. I am going to have my say. I 
am walking out of here. You can stay if 
you want to. We do not care. We are 
going to treat you like you treated 
us." We never treated them in the 
Committee on Agriculture in that re
spect. 

I say again, I thank the chairman for 
his interest in communicating with us, 
but I am in despair about the process 
that has been forced on us and has been 
forced on him. Unless there is an abil
ity to change to make this bill better, 
I do not see how I can support it. How
ever, I am here to try, and even though 
the process is limited, the time is lim
ited, the amendments that we can dis
cuss are limited, how some of the 
amendments got here, because we were 
still trying to get more funds for rural 
America. We were not able to. They 
have been allotted to someone else 
through another process, not with our 
participation. 

For now, I am hoping we can make 
this a better bill. If not, I will be reluc
tantly forced to vote against it. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. BARRET!']. Through his leadership 
we have crafted an outstanding piece of 
legislation that deals with the con
servation reserve program. He has been 
working very diligently in regard to 
trade and other matters, in regard to 
his subcommittee chairmanship. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the distinguished 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I thought that I might 
discuss for 3 or 4 minutes the merits of 
the market transition act. My mind 
goes back to a year ago, more than a 
year ago, when the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture, the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], 
and I began discussing the concept of 
freedom to farm. From those conversa
tions and from those hearings, of 
course, developed that concept which 
we are discussing essentially today as 
the Agriculture Marketing Transition 
Act. 

I wanted to discuss the merits of the 
transition act, because there are many. 
But instead, as I listened to the con-

versation on the floor this afternoon 
about welfare and about the eventual 
outcome of the program and whether 
or not it would be eliminated, I 
thought about a letter which I received 
just this afternoon about 2 hours ago 
from the largest farm organization in 
my State, Nebraska; as a matter of 
fact, the largest farm organization in 
America: the Farm Bureau. I thought 
the gentleman who authored the letter 
made some very thoughtful, inform
ative remarks about some questions 
and some concerns that many Members 
of this body have had. 

Let me share a couple of them, and I 
will not begin to quote the entire let
ter, but some of the concerns regarding 
the welfare payment issue I quote at 
this point: 

For quite some time, farm policy critics 
have labeled farm programs as welfare, and 
will probably continue their attack into the 
future. 

Those who claim that freedom to farm 
amounts to welfare should also explain why 
price support programs based on artificially 
set prices are not welfare. The Agriculture 
Marketing Transition Act provides income 
stability and a safety net for producers to as
sure a secure food system while they move to 
a more market-oriented agriculture. It is a 
fallacy to compare farm program recipients 
to welfare recipients. The public policy in
volved with welfare payments is to support 
individuals who are in need. The public pol
icy involved with farm program payments is 
to support the agricultural economy-in the 
macro sense-to assure that this country has 
a safe and abundant supply of food. 

In addition, opponents who state that it is 
wrong to give farmers payments in years 
when the crop prices are good, such as this 
year, may not have a realistic picture as it 
relates to a producer's financial situation. 
Just because the prices are good does not 
mean the farmers are making a profit. Typi
cally, the reason crop prices are good is that 
there is only a small number of bushels for 
the farm to sell. A producer's bottom line is 
often worse under those conditions than in a 
year with lower prices and higher yields. 

In light of these points, it is obvious that 
debate could continue for a long time on the 
public's perception of the farm program as 
welfare. In particular, the question becomes, 
how much would the freedom to farm ap
proach affect that perception? The bottom 
line is that the worries about public reaction 
are far outweighed by the benefits received 
by the historic leap that the freedom to farm 
approach takes in moving a farm policy in 
the direction that will allow farmers to plant 
for the marketplace-not for the govern
ment. 

With regard to a comment made ear
lier about the future of farm policy 
after 7 years, one additional point the 
gentleman makes, and here I quote: "It 
is important to keep in mind that 
there are no provisions in the bill that 
require farm programs to be eliminated 
after 7 years.'' I think that is most ap
propriate. 

Mr. Chairman, at the appropriate 
time, I will include this letter in the 
RECORD. I thank the chairman again 
for his leadership in bringing this to 
the floor, and I would urge the body to 
support H.R. 2854. 
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The letter referred to is as follows: 
NEBRASKA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 

Lincoln, NE, February 28, 1996. 
Hon. BILL BARRETT, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR BILL: As the farm bill is debated this 
week in the House, the Nebraska Farm Bu
reau Federation urges your support for im
mediate passage of a farm bill that is similar 
to the " freedom to farm" approach. 

First of all, I would like to extend our ap
precia tion to you for all your work and sup
port for pushing a true market-oriented farm 
bill as contained in the Agriculture Market
ing Transition Act. For your review and con
sideration, I would like to share with you 
some of the factors we considered as our pol
icy position evolved in support of the "free
dom to farm" concept. 

The first and probably the most important 
factor for NFBF's support was the urgency of 
passing a farm bill in time for spring plant
ing. Along with the urgency of the situation, 
political realities forced us to examine the 
alternatives if Congress does not adopt some
thing similar to "freedom to farm." 

If the USDA is forced to implement the 
permanent agriculture law, the Act of 1949, 
costs to the federal government would great
ly increase and plantings of wheat, corn, and 
feed grains could be reduced at a time of low 
reserves and increased world demand. In ad
dition, this would send the message to our 
foreign competitors that U.S. agriculture 
policy is in disarray. Secondly, a simple ex
tension to the 1990 Act or failure to finalize 
a farm bill as quickly as possible could also 
significantly reduce the funding available for 
commodity programs as the agricultural 
baseline is projected to be revised downward 
by the Congressional Budget Office. 

In my view, concerns about the "freedom 
to farm" approach have centered on two 
points. First, opponents are concerned that 
the contract payments will be viewed as wel
fare payments to farmers. Secondly, some 
are concerned that there will not be any 
farm program after the seventh year of the 
bill. These issues were also to some members 
of Farm Bureau but the following points 
were used as a part of our policy determina
tion. 

In regard to the welfare payment issue, 
Farm Bureau has always been concerned 
about the public's perception of farm pro
grams. Those concerns will not be any dif
ferent under a "freedom to farm" proposal. 
For quite some time, farm policy critics 
have labeled farm programs as welfare and 
will probably continue their attack into the 
future. 

Those who claim that "freedom to farm" 
amounts to welfare should also explain why 
price support programs based on artificially 
set prices are not welfare. The Agriculture 
Marketing Transition Act provides income 
stability and a safety net for producers to as
sure a secure food system while they move to 
a more market-oriented agriculture. It is a 
fallacy to compare farm program recipients 
to welfare recipients. The public policy in
volved with welfare payments is to support 
individuals who are in need. The public pol
icy involved with farm program payments is 
to support the agriculture economy-in the 
macro sense-to assure that this country has 
a safe and abundant supply of food. 

In addition, opponents who state that it is 
wrong to give farmers payments in years 
when the crop prices are good (such as this 
year), may not have a realistic picture as it 
relates to a producer's financial situation. 
Just because the prices are good does not 
mean the farmers are making a profit. Typi-

cally. the reason crop prices are good is that 
there is only a small number of bushels for 
the farmer to sell. a producer's bottomline is 
often worse under those conditions than in a 
year with lower prices and higher yields. 

In light of these points, it is obvious that 
debate could continue for a long time on the 
public's perception of farm programs as wel
fare. In particular, the question becomes 
"how much would the "freedom to farm" ap
proach affect that perception?" The 
bottomline is that the worries about public 
reaction are far outweighed by the benefits 
received by the historic leap the "freedom to 
farm" approach takes in moving farm policy 
in the direction that will allow farmers to 
plant for the marketplace-not for the gov
ernment. 

In regard to future farm policy after seven 
years, it is important to keep in mind that 
there are no provisions in the bill that re
quire farm programs to be eliminated after 
seven years. In fact, it is our view that pub
lic policymakers should actively debate 
what future farm policy should be after the 
year 2002 while considering such issues as 
supply and demand factors, international 
trade barriers, financial condition of agri
culture, monetary policy and trade policy 
and other issues important to our farmers 
and ranchers. 

Future farm policy and the degree in which 
government is involved should depend on the 
uncontrollable impact worldwide policies 
and events may have on U.S. agriculture and 
it's ability to develop markets and sell his/ 
her products. Producers and policymakers 
alike should continue to assess the need and 
structure of future farm programs through
out the entire duration of the seven year 
bill. 

Thank you for your consideration of Farm 
Bureau's viewpoint on the farm bill and 
again thank you for all your support and rep
resentation for Nebraska farmers. 

Sincerely, 
ROB J. ROBERTSON, 

Vice President/Governmental Relations. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. GoODLATTE], a member of 
the committee, and a most valued 
member. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the Agriculture Marketing 
Transition Act. I also rise to congratu
late my chairman for the fight he has 
waged against the advocates of big gov
ernment, and the Washington knows 
best mindset. 

One of the most unfortunate results 
of the veto of the Balanced Budget Act 
was its negative impact on farmers. 
That legislation included the most 
sweeping reform of farm programs in 60 
years. 

After coming so far on agriculture re
form last year, it would be a shame to 
retreat from much needed change that 
will save taxpayers billions of dollars 
and expand opportunities for our hard
working farmers. 

If this bill is not passed and signed 
into law, then the Department of Agri
culture will be forced to implement 
outmoded depression era farm laws 
that do more harm than good. 

I was proud the Agriculture Market 
Transition Program, enjoyed quick, bi
partisan support from the House Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

Passing this bill means true ref arm. 
Farmers will finally be able to produce 
for the market instead of for the Gov
ernment. 

This legislation is preferable to ex
tending current law because folks are 
fed up with complicated farm pro
grams. These programs require farmers 
to count, measure, certify, and docu
ment every acre and crop on the farm. 
The Agriculture Market Transition 
Program eliminates nearly all of this 
needless paperwork burden. · 

More importantly, this program also 
strengthens our export potential and 
ability to compete with foreign farm
ers. It ends the annual acreage idling 
program that hurts competitiveness 
and has forever stigmatized federal 
farm programs by paying farmers not 
to plant. 

Farmers get the Government off 
their fields and out of their business. 
That's why the Farm Bureau and many 
other agricultural 0r3'anizations sup
port our approach. 

Without Government interference, 
farmers will be able to make more 
money by increasing production to 
meet world demand that is rapidly 
growing. Increased grain production 
could mean lower feed prices for the 
hard pressed livestock, poultry and 
dairy farmers in my district. 

Now is not the time to retreat on market re
forms. We must support and strengthen Amer
ica's position as the most reliable and impor
tant supplier of food in the world. 

By signing this farm reform bill, the Presi
dent can prove that he meant it when he said 
that the "era of big government" is over. 

With spring on the way, farmers and their 
families cannot afford to wait. We have a solid 
bipartisan solution that brings real reform to 
our farm programs. It makes sure that our 
farmers have the opportunity to do what they 
do best-provide the safest and most abun
dant food supply at affordable prices. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for this 
taxpayer-saving, farmer-friendly bill. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. GUNDERSON]. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin has worked harder and 
longer, with more criticism, and yet 
should have received more credit than 
any other member of the Committee on 
Agriculture. His service to the House 
as the designated expert, having more 
expertise in dairy, has been simply out
standing. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman very much for 
yielding time to me, and I thank him 
and commend him for his leadership 
under what I think have been the most 
difficult circumstances ever to try to 
deal with farm legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very different 
time. This is a very different cir
cumstances. This is the first farm bill 
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we have ever put together in the post
balanced budget era. This is the first 
farm bill we have ever put together in 
the post-GATT era. This is not going to 
be business as usual. This is totally 
changing the way agriculture has oper
ated in this country. As a result of 
that, we bring you today, on behalf of 
the Committee on Agriculture, the 
most comprehensive reform in agricul
tural policy in the history of most of 
these programs. 

As the chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry, I 
can tell the Members, we bring the 
most comprehensive reform in the 45-
year history of the dairy program; and 
it is time we do, because we are not 
only balancing the budget, we are not 
only preparing for that post-GATT 
world era economy, we are doing so in 
a decade in which we have seen 125,000 
dairy farmers go out of business. So let 
us understand what we are trying to do 
here today. 

We are trying to reform this pro
gram. We are eliminating butter and 
powder price supports. We are telling 
USDA to come up with comprehensive 
reform of the pricing system. We are 
telling them to consolidate the orders. 
We are telling them to bring everybody 
under the same rules and regulations. 
We are telling them to prepare this in
dustry to succeed and compete success
fully in a world dairy economy. We are 
doing all of that and, Mr. Chairman, we 
are still saving the taxpayers over $700 
million in the cost of the dairy pro
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, this has not been 
easy, the chairman of the committee is 
right. This has been compromise. 
Every region of the country, from Cali
fornia to the Northwest, from the 
Southeast to the Northeast to the Mid
west, every region has given. We have 
reached a consensus, probably a bigger 
consensus among producers than we 
have ever had in the history of dairy 
debates in this country. 

If Members look at the attacks that 
are coming, there are some high-funded 
lobby campaigns by the large manufac
turers in this country, spending mil
lions of dollars in disinformation and 
frankly, blatant propaganda, trying to 
suggest to you that somehow we are 
going to rape the American consumer. 

I invite you to listen to the debate as 
we move on, because we will show you, 
according to USDA standards, accord
ing to CBO standards, according to 
ORS standards, this is nothing but a 
blatant misinformation campaign by 
those who are trying to keep the dairy 
industry from competing in the mar
ket-oriented economy at home and 
abroad. They do not want us to trade. 
The reason they do not want us to 
trade dairy products is because if we 
trade dairy products, there might be 
some competition for the cheap milk 
they want to buy today. So they are 
doing everything in their power, de-

spite their rhetoric about committing 
us to free markets, to make sure it 
does not happen. 

Support the bill, oppose the amend
ments, and pass it in the end. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] is recog
nized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been keeping notes of some of the com
ments made by my colleagues and 
friends across the aisle who have been 
making wild-eyed speeches. While I am 
sure this is not the best bill possible, I 
may vote for it, and some of those con
cerns I think certainly ring true in 
terms of just this gentleman's concern 
and frustration; but I would like the 
opportunity to , if not set the record 
straight, to at least play the record 
that I want to hear and let people 
make up their minds. 

No hearings, no hearings, no hear
ings, never had any hearings other 
than the 60,000 miles, the 19 hearings, 
and the 10,000 farmers and ran.0hers we 
visited with. 

Now it is true that the subject of 
those hearings was not a specific bill 
labeled " Freedom to Farm," but those 
hearings certainly served as a backdrop 
and a blueprint for that. No hearings? 
Well, we had a budget task force . We 
have tried to work together to try to 
reach our budget responsibilities in the 
past, and it became obvious that that 
was going to be very, very difficult for 
several reasons, No. 1, the budget num
ber was really tough on the Republican 
side, but we were going to reach a bal
anced budget. 
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That is the thing that really drove 
this debate, that is, to get to a bal
anced budget, save the farmer and 
rancher $15 billion. During the budget 
task force hearings, we asked the mi
nority which way do you want to go? 
Do you want to keep the current sys
tem, current structure? I said no, I 
think we are going to die. I think we 
are going to have policy rubble. I think 
we are going to lose $8 billion in the 
baseline, fancy word for how much 
money is available in agriculture. Then 
another $6 billion, then budget cuts,· 
then another appropriations process, 
then future budget cuts, and you add it 
all up, it is $20, $25 billion; you end up 
with rubble. 

I think we need a different approach. 
We settled on freedom to farm, which 
locks up more farm income, more 
money for production and agriculture 
than any other. Then we had two 
markups in committee that went on 
for hours. Started at 9, 10, 11, 12, 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, clear into the morning, one or two, 
same people on the floor doing the 
criticizing said they have not had any 
say in this with regards to this. Who 
were those people in the committee 

hearing, the markup that offered the 
amendments? Pros and cons debated? 

This chairman tried to be very fair in 
regards to offering ample time to each 
and every member. It was not a hear
ing, no, but it was a markup, and ev
erybody certainly knew the pros and 
cons of the legislation, and every farm 
organization in America has had this 
and they have had it back to the coun
ty organizations, and guess what. Most 
of them are for it and they penciled it 
out. I mean the farmer. I mean the pro
ducer finally figured out that he was 
going to get a payment this year, next 
year, did not have to pay back the ad
vanced deficiency payments. 

Yes, we have had hearings all 
throughout farm country. Every econo
mist that has taken a look at this has 
said there is more farm income in this 
than any other program. Yes, all the 
Nation's press have weighed in. No, I 
really do not check with the New York 
Times and the San Francisco paper. I 
might check the Dodge City Globe. 
They are for it. But yes, they say yes, 
this is the best reform and the best 
program we can put together, and pub
lic opinion does count. 

Now, this has been the most dis
cussed and, quite frankly , I understand 
the concern of my dear friends across 
the aisle, cussed farm program reform 
we have ever had. Let us not talk any
more in regards to the hearings. 

Not enough money? I usually do a 
glasses show. I take glasses and I pour 
out all the water in regards to losing 
the baseline in the next budget appro
priations, factor when we get cut and 
cut and cut again, and then we say 
guess what, the glass that has the most 
water is freedom to farm. Too much 
money? First there is not enough 
money, then there is too much money. 

Can we please quit referring to farm 
programs as welfare programs? The 
payment that we are now providing is 
significantly less than the last 5 years 
when the then-majority did not do any 
complaining about farm programs. Too 
much money? They are complaining 
about when the farmer receives it. The 
real issue is that the farmer, in receiv
ing this payment, will have a risk man
agement account. He makes that deci
sion, not when prices are high and the 
farmer has no crop. 

So consequently in regards to what 
we are trying to accomplish here, and 
we will continue the tap dance in re
gards to setting the record during the 
amendment process. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of the Agricultural Market Transition Act. 
I thank Mr. ROBERTS for his efforts to ensure 
the preservation of America's farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, briefly, I would like to pay 
tribute to Mr. DE LA GARZA for his many years 
of exemplary, bipartisan leadership as chair
man of the Agriculture Committee. KIKA, you 
will be missed. I wish you the best. 

It is often said on this floor, in reference to 
a particular bill, "that bill is not a perfect bill". 
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This can certainly be said for this bill as well. 
I seriously question the process used, or tack 
thereof, to formulate vital farm policy for our 
Nation. 

Nevertheless, farmers in my north Alabama 
district and farmers all over this great country 
can not be made to suffer any longer as hos
tages of the budget debate. It is past due for 
farmers to make financial arrangements for 
spring and summer crops. The uncertainty 
surrounding the program is making it difficult 
for them to obtain production loans. We owe 
them this much-needed security by voting to 
pass this bill. 

I rise in strong opposition to the Shays
Lowey peanut amendment. The amendment 
would result in the loss of thousands of Amer
ican jobs and put most peanut farmers com
pletely out of business. 

The 16,194 peanut farms in this country are 
small, family-owned farms averaging only 98 
acres of peanut production, according to the 
U.S. Census of Agriculture. Seventy-seven 
percent of the counties in the heart of Ameri
ca's peanut-producing region already have a 
20 percent poverty rate or higher. 

In addition, eliminating the bill's peanut pro
gram could increase Government spending by 
eliminating the $83 million in budgetary reduc
tion assessments. A $190 million forfeiture 
and crushing of all peanut inventories in area 
marketing pools could also result. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States has en
joyed a safe, stable supply of the best quality 
peanuts in the world for many decades. It is 
imperative we preserve our farmers' ability to 
compete while providing top quality peanuts. 

As it now stands, the Agricultural Marketing 
Transition Act does this while making signifi
cant reforms in the program: cutting the sup
port price dramatically, shifting more produc
tion to family farmers, and ensuring the peanut 
program operates as a no-cost program to the 
Federal Government. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the Shays
Lowey amendment which is both unnecessary 
and highly damaging to all Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I also rise in strong opposi
tion to the Kennedy amendment to eliminate 
cotton's marketing loan program. 

Elimination of the marketing loan program 
as proposed by Representatives CHABOT and 
KENNEDY would seriously threaten the stability 
of our cotton farmers and our textile industry. 
This amendment would give subsidized for
eign countries a competitive advantage impos
sible to overcome, result in minimal budget 
savings and deny U.S. trade negotiators lever
age to convince other countries to discontinue 
subsidies. 

U.S. cotton competes in a world market re
plete with subsidies. Prior to implementation of 
the marketing loan, our cotton industry experi
enced dramatic declines in exports as well as 
loan forfeitures to the Government. 

In addition, the strength of the U.S. textile 
industry is extremely important to my district in 
north Alabama. This industry must have ac
cess to market priced raw-materials if it is to 
remain a force in an incredibly competitive 
international textile trading environment. 

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. cotton marketing 
loan program is a market-oriented, competitive 
agricultural program. It has achieved tremen
dous policy success. The program assures an 

adequate supply of cotton at a globally com
petitive price, advances domestic mill use and 
increases both raw cotton and cotton textile 
exports. 

Other commodities are provided marketing 
loans. To discriminate against cotton is both 
unsound and unjustifiable policy. 

I urge my colleagues to support America's 
competitiveness by opposing the Chabot-Ken
nedy amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, the farm bill 
before the House today represents an aban
donment of the economic security that has as
sisted farmers in Montana and the Nation in 
times of low prices for farm commodities. 

The bill undermines long-standing, tradi
tional income-protection measures such as 
target prices and deficiency payments. It also 
torpedoes recent farm-policy reforms made in 
the 103d Congress, taking the easy way out 
and avoiding the difficult and necessary work 
such as the long-overdue revamping of the 
Federal Crop Insurance program now in its in
fancy. 

And it dismisses the need for improvements 
in the Federal Conservation Reserve Program, 
limiting CRP to existing contracts at a time 
when many Montanans realize that CRP 
needs to be more precisely targeted to the 
most highly erodible lands, with an eye toward 
enhancing wildlife habitat, water quality, and 
other environmental benefits. 

Frankly, in an effort to sell CRP in the first 
year or so of bidding, many highly productive, 
less erodible lands were accepted in an effort 
to get the program on its feet. Other lands that 
would benefit more, and are more suitable to 
permanent vegetation than to annual crops, 
have been excluded. 

If H.R. 2854 becomes the law of the land, 
farmers who have participated in farm pro
grams in the past would be fools not to sign 
up in the new program, which guarantees 
them a Government check whether they farm 
or not. Landowners may even elect to evict 
tenants so that they need not share those 
Government checks with those actually farm
ing the land. 

Freedom to farm in the 1996 Entitlement 
Program. 

At least in other entitlement programs, ben
efits are based upon need. When a recipient's 
income rises, benefits are reduced or can
celed altogether. 

This farm bill does just the opposite, and it 
destroys individual initiative, incentive, and in
novation. 

If a farmer chose to think independently, be 
an entrepreneur and operate outside the farm 
program, the Government has no check for 
that farmer if things go bad. 

A farmer or agribusiness with a habit of bur
rowing the snout deeply into the Government 
trough by growing program crops, maximizing 
crop bases, and otherwise farming the Gov
ernment program is the very operator we now 
will reward. This is cynical repudiation of every 
argument we've used to gather support for 
farm programs in my 17 years in the House. 

It is disturbing that many freedom to farm 
advocates who advocate this windfall for the 
largest, most government-entangled mega
farms of this Nation are arguing for decreases 
in aid for America's most vulnerable--whose 
need for Federal assistance is based on their 

current economic condition, not their past suc
cesses in obtaining Government aid. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I am very 
disappointed at the rule under consideration 
for the farm bill debate. The rule has allowed 
16 amendments but none of them address the 
central flaw in this bill: the elimination of the 
safety-net for family farms. 

The choice we are left with is either accept 
freedom to farm and the phaseout of farm pro
gram as is, or eliminate individual components 
of the farm program. Amendments to phase 
out the program entirely and eliminate the 
sugar and peanut and dairy support programs 
individually were allowed, but we cannot offer 
amendments to the basic freedom-to-farm 
concept. How can we adequately debate the 
merits of this bill when we are not allowed to 
amend the central policy problem? 

Farmers in North Dakota need a farm bill. 
Now that market prices are high enough to 
make a decent living, they want to know what 
the new rules will be so they can take maxi
mum advantage of the favorable market condi
tions in making their planting decisions. This 
Congress has delayed action on the farm bill 
longer than any in history. The continual 
delays are irresponsible and incomprehensible 
to farmers across the country. 

North Dakota producers have also suffered 
through several years of disastrous crops and 
low prices. The generous checks that freedom 
to farm promises over the next few years will 
help farmers in the short term, but in the tong 

· run, the safety net for producers is eliminated. 
Marketing loans are capped at 1995 levels 
and permanent authority for farm programs is 
repealed. If prices were to collapse in the f u
ture as they have in the past, family farmers 
would be left with no support and will likely go 
out of business. The loss of those farmers 
would send a devastating ripple effect through 
the small towns and communities across North 
Dakota and the Nation. 

In the Rules Committee, I spoke on behalf 
of an amendment that would have guaranteed 
payments to farmers for 2 years to help them 
with the difficulties of the last few years. After 
those initial 2 years the contract payments are 
reduced to half and a 90-percent marketing 
loan is in place to protect family farms from 
price collapse. This amendment would have 
addressed the fundamental flaw of this bill 
while providing producers financial relief. 

Unfortunately this reasonable alternative to 
freedom to farm will not be allowed for consid
eration before the full House. It is an amend
ment that would have preserved the best as
pects of the chairman's bill and still protected 
producers into the future. The people of this 
Nation, both urban and rural, deserve to have 
the best agricultural policy possible, and we 
cannot give it to them without a free and open 
debate. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of the amendment offered by my col
league from Connecticut, CHRIS SHAYS, which 
would phase out the peanut program over 7 
years. 

I have long been an opponent of unneces
sary agriculture subsidies such as the peanut, 
sugar, and honey programs. Pure and simple, 
these subsidy programs are agriculture wel
fare. The current system, which favors the 
children of farmers who farmed in the 1940's, 
keeps domestic peanut prices artificially high. 
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H.R. 2854 Who really pays the unnecessarily high 

costs of the peanut subsidy program? It is the 
taxpayers, Mr. Chairman. According to the 
General Accounting Office [GAO], consumers 
pay as much as $513 million annually as a re
sult of the peanut program. The peanut pro
gram cost taxpayers at least $119 million in 
fiscal year 1995 and is projected to cost an
other $91 million in fiscal year 1996. It is esti
mated that a jar of peanut butter costs at least 
an additional 40 cents due to the program. 

Some def enders of the peanut subsidy have 
asserted that the program costs taxpayers 
nothing. I would like to point out that surely it 
takes money to make the program run. Some
one pays for Government bureaucrats and 
agents to administer the program. In addition, 
the Government pays higher prices when pur
chasing peanut butter for the military and 
bears higher food stamp costs-all due to 
peanuts subsidies. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my colleagues to 
support passage of the Shays amendment 
which will phase out this antiquated and 
antimarket Government subsidy program. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 2854, 
the Agricultural Market Transition Act, formerly 
referred to as the freedom-to-farm legislation. 
My objections are both procedural and sub
stantive. 

First, Mr. Chairman, it is outrageous that 5 
months after it was due, we are still on this 
floor debating a farm bill. There simply is no 
good excuse for this delay. The Republican 
leadership in this House insisted on discharg
ing the House Agriculture Committee from its 
duty to formulate a 1995 farm bill and rolled 
the freedom-to-farm provisions into the mas
sive budget reconciliation bill. To few observ
ers' surprise, the key farm legislation for this 
last half decade of the 20th century lan
guished while heated controversy over the fu
ture of Medicare, Medicaid, welfare, and other 
issues bogged down the reconciliation effort. 
When the majority leadership finally agreed to 
extricate the farm bill from the rest of its politi
cal agenda, it recessed for a 3-week vacation 
rather than complete the long-overdue debate. 

Mr. Chairman, if this process had not been 
distorted enough, we now find that contrary to 
long tradition in this House, only a limited 
number of amendments approved by the 
Speaker will be permitted. This substantially 
closed rule is an afront to the democratic proc
ess and is especially wrong headed given the 
minimal committee hearings on the workings 
or the consequences of this legislation. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, I am very concerned 
about the substance of this bill. An economist 
at South Dakota State University has already 
written that this bill is a recipe for lower grain 
prices in my State, and may lead to significant 
reductions in land values and local tax reve
nues. Only if you think that the solution to low 
farm income is low grain prices, should a leg
islator support this bill. 

It is not necessary to travel down the free
dom-to-farm road in order to lighten the Fed
eral regulatory load or to allow farmers far 
greater flexibility and simplicity in their planting 
decisions. It is not necessary to enact this 
type of radical legislation in order to promote 
a far more market oriented agriculture. This 
bill ends the farmer owned reserve [FOR] and 

it leaves a marketing loan mechanism in place 
that is wholly inadequate to serve as a useful 
marketing tool. This legislation pays farmers a 
payment unrelated to anything they plant or 
price they receive, but after 7 years, termi
nates all sense of a safety net in family agri
culture. In the meantime, 2 percent of Amer
ican farmers will receive 22 percent of the 
transition payments. 

This transition legislation is a transition to 
ruin for many family owned farming oper
ations. While doing nothing to provide farmers 
with the long-term marketing tools they need, 
it expects our farmers to compete in a global 
economy that features heavily subsidized agri
culture in many foreign lands. Our farmers are 
competitive and becoming more efficient every 
year-but it is unfair to ask any sector of our 
Nation's economy to compete against the na
tional treasuries of foreign competitors. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States is currently 
the best fed and most cheaply fed Nation on 
Earth. We spend less than 2 percent of the 
Federal budget on supporting farm incomes. 
While we can no doubt find still more savings 
in the USDA budget, and while we can cer
tainly impose more simplicity and common 
sense on our agricultural programs, it is ab3~ 
lutely a disastrous mistake to pass this farm 
bill. Our farmers and our consumers deserve 
better than legislation which hands out checks 
unrelated to labor or risk for a few years, and 
then turns the Federal Government's back on 
family agriculture forever after. 

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker, once 
again North Carolina's version of the Washing
ton Post, the Raleigh News & Observer has it 
wrong. In a recent editorial they called for the 
end of an important program for hard-working 
farmers of eastern North Carolina. They en
dorsed the elimination of the peanut program 
and they give as the reason the supposed in
creased benefit to the consumer. This could 
not be further from the truth. Peanuts and 
peanut products sell for more in Canada and 
Europe than in the United States. This is true 
even though those manufacturers purchase 
peanuts on the world market. Peanut farmers 
will suffer substantially if the proposal to elimi
nate the peanut program passes. The lost rev
enue in the first year will exceed $275 million. 
It has been argued that the farmers' losses 
will be transferred into savings for the con
sumer, but this will not happen. Lower input 
cost for the manufacturer will be retained and 
not passed on to the consumer. The impor
tance of the peanut program in North Carolina 
cannot be overstated. Agriculture is our most 
basic industry. The House has recognized that 
changes in past policies were needed. But it 
also recognized that changes must be gradual 
in order to minimize hardships and at the 
same time insure the health of this most im
portant industry. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute printed in the bill is considered 
as an original bill for purposes of 
amendment and is considered read. 

The text of the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Agricultural Market Transition Act". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I-AGRICULTURAL MARKET 
TRANSITION PROGRAM 

Sec. 101. Purpose. 
Sec. 102. Definitions. 
Sec. 103. Production flexibility contracts. 
Sec. 104. Nonrecourse marketing assistance 

loans and loan deficiency pay
ments. 

Sec. 105. Payment limitations. 
Sec. 106. Peanut program. 
Sec. 107. Sugar program. 
Sec. 108. Administration. 
Sec. 109. Elimination of permanent price sup

port authority. 
Sec. 110. Effect of amendments. 

TITLE II-DAmY 
Subtitle A-Milk Price Support and Other 

Activities 
Sec. 201. Milk price support program. 
Sec. 202. Recourse loans for commercial proc-

essors of dairy products. 
Sec. 203. Dairy export incentive program. 
Sec. 204. Dairy promotion program. 
Sec. 205. Fluid milk standards under milk mar

keting orders. 
Sec. 206. Manufacturing allowance. 
Sec. 207. Establishment of temporary Class I 

price and temporary Class I 
equalization pools. 

Sec. 208. Establishment of temporary Class JV 
price and temporary Class IV 
equalization pool. 

Sec. 209. Authority for establishment of standby 
pools. 

Subtitle B--Reform of Federal Milk Marketing 
Orders 

Sec. 221. Issuance or amendment of Federal 
milk marketing orders to imple
ment certain reforms. 

Sec. 222. Reform process. 
Sec. 223. Effect of failure to comply with reform 

process requirements. 
TITLE HI-CONSERVATION 

Sec. 301. Conservation. 
TITLE IV-AGRICULTURAL PROMOTION 

AND EXPORT PROGRAMS 
Sec. 401. Market promotion program. 
Sec. 402. Export enhancement program. 

TITLE V-MISCEu.ANEOUS 
Sec. 501. Crop insurance. 
Sec. 502. Collection and use of agricultural 

quarantine and inspection fees. 
Sec. 503. Commodity Credit Corporation interest 

rate. 
Sec. 504. Establishment of Office of Risk Man

agement. 
Sec. 505. Business Interruption Insurance Pro

gram. 
Sec. 506. Continuation of options pilot program. 
TITLE VI-COMMISSION ON 21ST CENTURY 

PRODUCTION AGRICULTURE 
Sec. 601. Establishment. 
Sec. 602. Composition. 
Sec. 603. Comprehensive review of past and fu-

ture of production agriculture. 
Sec. 604. Reports. 
Sec. 605. Powers. 
Sec. 606. Commission procedures. 
Sec. 607. Personnel matters. 
Sec. 608. Termination of Commission. 
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TITLE VII-EXTENSION OF CERTAIN 

AUTHORITIES 
Sec. 701. Extension of authority under Public 

Law 480. 
Sec. 702. Extension of food for progress pro

gram. 
TITLE I-AGRICULTURAL MARKET 

TRANSITION PROGRAM 
SEC. 101. PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this title-
(1) to authorize the use of binding production 

flexibility contracts between the United States 
and agricultural producers to support farming 
certainty and flexibility while ensuring contin
ued compliance with farm conservation compli
ance plans and wetland protection require
ments; 

(2) to make nonrecourse marketing assistance 
loans and loan deficiency available for certain 
crops; 

(3) to improve the operation of farm programs 
for peanuts and sugar; and 

(4) to terminate price support authority under 
the Agricultural Act of 1949. 
SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) CONSIDERED PLANTED.-The term "consid

ered planted" means acreage that is considered 
planted under title V of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1461 et seq.) (as in effect prior to 
the amendment made by section 109(b)(2)). 

(2) CONTRACT.-The term "contract" means a 
production flexibility contract entered into 
under section 103. 

(3) CONTRACT ACREAGE.-The term "contract 
acreage" means 1 or more crop acreage bases es
tablished for contract commodities under title V 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (as in effect prior 
to the amendment made by section 109(b)(2)) 
that would have been in effect for the 1996 crop 
(but for the amendment made by section 
109(b)(2)). 

(4) CONTRACT COMMODITY.-The term "con
tract commodity" means wheat, corn, grain sor
ghum, barley, oats, upland cotton, and rice. 

(5) CONTRACT PAYMENT.-The term "contract 
payment" means a payment made under section 
103 pursuant to a contract. 

(6) CORN.-The term "corn" means field corn. 
(7) DEPARTMENT.-The term "Department" 

means the United States Department of Agri
culture. 

(8) FARM PROGRAM PAYMENT YIELD.-The term 
"farm program payment yield" means the farm 
program payment yield established for the 1995 
crop of a contract commodity under title V of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 (as in effect prior to 
the amendment made by section 109(b)(2)). 

(9) LOAN COMMODITY.-The term "loan com
modity" means each contract commodity, extra 
long staple cotton, and oilseeds. 

(10) OILSEED.-The term "oilseed" means a 
crop of soybeans, sunflower seed, rapeseed, 
canola, safflower, flaxseed, mustard seed, or, if 
designated by the Secretary, other oilseeds. 

(11) PERSON.-The term "person" means an 
individual, partnership, firm, joint-stock com
pany, corporation, association, trust, estate, or 
State agency. 

(12) PRODUCER.-
( A) IN GENERAL.-The term "producer" means 

a person who, as owner, landlord, tenant, or 
sharecropper, shares in the risk of producing a 
crop, and is entitled to share in the crop avail
able for marketing from the farm, or would have 
shared had the crop been produced. 

(B) HYBRID SEED.-The term "producer" in
cludes a person growing hybrid seed under con
tract. In determining the interest of a grower of 
hybrid seed in a crop, the Secretary shall not 
take into consideration the existence of a hybrid 
seed contract. 

(13) PROGRAM.-The term "program" means 
the agricultural market transition program es
tablished under this title. 

(14) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" means 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(15) STATE.-The term "State" means each of 
the several States of the United States, the Dis
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, and any other territory or possession of 
the United States. 

(16) UNITED STATES.-The term "United 
States", when used in a geographical sense, 
means all of the States. 
SEC. 103. PRODUCTION FLEXIBILITY CONTRACTS. 

(a) CONTRACTS AUTHORIZED.-
(]) OFFER AND TERMS.-Beginning as soon as 

practicable after the date of the enactment of 
this title, the Secretary shall offer to enter into 
a contract with an eligible owner or operator de
scribed in paragraph (2) on a farm containing 
eligible farmland. Under the terms of a contract, 
the owner or operator shall agree, in exchange 
for annual contract payments, to comply with-

( A) the conservation plan for the farm pre
pared in accordance with section 1212 of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3812); 

(B) wetland protection requirements applica
ble to the farm under subtitle C of title XII of 
the Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.); and 

(C) the planting flexibility requirements of 
subsection (j). 

(2) ELIGIBLE OWNERS AND OPERATORS DE
SCRIBED.-The fallowing persons shall be con
sidered to be an owner or operator eligible to 
enter into a contract: 

(A) An owner of eligible farmland who as
sumes all of the risk of producing a crop. 

(B) An owner of eligible farmland who shares 
in the risk of producing a crop. 

(C) An operator of eligible farmland with a 
share-rent lease of the eligible farmland, regard
less of the length of the lease, if the owner en
ters into the same contract. 

(D) An operator of eligible farmland who cash 
rents the eligible farmland under a lease expir
ing on or after September 30, 2002, in which case 
the consent of the owner is not required. 

(E) An operator of eligible farmland who cash 
rents the eligible farmland under a lease expir
ing before September 30, 2002, if the owner con
sents to the contract. 

(F) An owner of eligible farmland who cash 
rents the eligible farmland and the lease term 
expires before September 30, 2002, but only if the 
actual operator of the farm declines to enter 
into a contract. In the case of an owner covered 
by this subparagraph, contract payments shall 
not begin under a contract until the fiscal year 
following the fiscal year in which the lease held 
by the nonparticipating operator expires. 

(G) An owner or operator described in any 
preceding subparagraph of this paragraph re
gardless of whether the owner or operator pur
chased catastrophic risk protection for a fall
planted 1996 crop under section 508(b) of the 
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(b)). 

(3) TENANTS AND SHARECROPPERS.-ln carry
ing out this section, the Secretary shall provide 
adequate safeguards to protect the interests of 
operators who are tenants and sharecroppers. 

(b) ELEMENTS.-
(1) TIME FOR CONTRACTING.-
( A) DEADLINE.-Except as provided in sub

paragraph (B), the Secretary may not enter into 
a contract after April 15, 1996. 

(B) CONSERVATION RESERVE LANDS.-
(i) JN GENERAL.-At the beginning of each fis

cal year, the Secretary shall allow an eligible 
owner or operator on a farm covered by a con
servation reserve contract entered into under 
section 1231 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3831) that terminates after the date speci
fied in subparagraph (A) to enter into or expand 
a production flexibility contract to cover the 
contract acreage of the farm that was subject to 
the former conservation reserve contract. 

(ii) AMOUNT.-Contract payments made for 
contract acreage under this subparagraph shall 

be made at the rate and amount applicable to 
the annual contract payment level for the appli
cable crop. 

(2) DURATION OF CONTRACT.-
( A) BEGINNING DATE.-A contract shall begin 

with-
(i) the 1996 crop of a contract commodity; or 
(ii) in the case of acreage that was subject to 

a conservation reserve contract described in 
paragraph (l)(B), the date the production flexi
bility contract was entered into or expanded to 
cover the acreage. 

(B) ENDING DATE.-A contract shall extend 
through the 2002 crop. 

(3) ESTIMATION OF CONTRACT PAYMENTS.-At 
the time the Secretary enters into a contract, the 
Secretary shall provide an estimate of the mini
mum contract payments anticipated to be made 
during at least the first fiscal year for which 
contract payments will be made. 

(C) ELIGIBLE FARMLAND DESCRIBED.-Land 
shall be considered to be farmland eligible for 
coverage under a contract only if the land has 
contract acreage attributable to the land and-

(1) for at least 1 of the 1991 through 1995 
crops, at least a portion of the land was enrolled 
in the acreage reduction program authorized for 
a crop of a contract commodity under section 
101B, 103B, 105B, or 107B of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (as in effect prior to the amendment 
made by section 109(b)(2)) or was considered 
planted; 

(2) was subject to a conservation reserve con
tract under section 1231 of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831) whose term expired, 
or was voluntarily terminated, on or after Janu
ary 1, 1995; or 

(3) is released from coverage under a con
servation reserve contract by the Secretary dur
ing the period beginning on January 1, 1995, 
and ending on the date specified in subsection 
(b)(l)(A). 

(d) TIME FOR PAYMENT.-
(1) JN GENERAL.-An annual contract payment 

shall be made not later than September 30 of 
each of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(2) ADVANCE PAYMENTS.-
(A) FISCAL YEAR 1996.-At the option of the 

owner or operator, 50 percent of the contract 
payment for fiscal year 1996 shall be made not 
later than June 15, 1996. 

(B) SUBSEQUENT FISCAL YEARS.-At the option 
of the owner or operator for fiscal year 1997 and 
each subsequent fiscal year, 50 percent of the 
annual contract payment shall be made on De
cember 15. 

(e) AMOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR CONTRACT PAY
MENTS FOR EACH FISCAL YEAR.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, expend on a fiscal 
year basis the fallowing amounts to satisfy the 
obligations of the Secretary under all contracts: 

(A) For fiscal year 1996, $5,570,000,000. 
(B) For fiscal year 1997, $5,385,000,000. 
(C) For fiscal year 1998, $5,800,000,000. 
(D) For fiscal year 1999, $5,603,000,000. 
(E) For fiscal year 2000, $5,130,000,000. 
(F) For fiscal year 2001, $4,130,000,000. 
(G) For fiscal year 2002, $4,008,000,000. 
(2) ALLOCATION.-The amount made available 

for a fiscal year under paragraph (1) shall be al
located as follows: 

(A) For wheat, 26.26 percent. 
(B) For corn, 46.22 percent. 
(C) For grain sorghum, 5.11 percent. 
(D) For barley, 2.16 percent. 
(E) For oats, 0.15 percent. 
(F) For upland cotton, 11.63 percent. 
(G) For rice, 8.47 percent. 
(3) ADJUSTMENT.-The Secretary shall adjust 

the amounts allocated for each contract com
modity under paragraph (2) for a particular fis
cal year by-

( A) adding an amount equal to the sum of all 
repayments of deficiency payments received 
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under section 114(a)(2) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 (as in effect prior to the amendment 
made by section 109(b)(2)) for the commodity; 

(B) to the maximum extent practicable, adding 
an amount equal to the sum of all contract pay
ments withheld by the Secretary, at the request 
of an owner or operator subject to a contract, as 
an of /set against repayments of deficiency pay
ments otherwise required under section 114(a)(2) 
of the Act (as so in effect) for the commodity; 

(C) adding an amount equal to the sum of all 
refunds of contract payments received during 
the preceding fiscal year under subsection (h) of 
this section for the commodity; and 

(D) subtracting an amount equal to the 
amount, if any, necessary during that fiscal 
year to satisfy payment requirements for the 
commodity under sections 103B, 105B, or 107B of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 (as in effect prior to 
the amendment made by section 109(b)(2)) for 
the 1994 and 1995 crop years. 

(4) SPECIAL ADJUSTMENT TO COVER EXISTING 
RICE PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.-As soon as pos
sible after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall determine the amount, if 
any, necessary to satisfy remaining payment re
quirements under section 101B of the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 (as in effect prior to the 
amendment made by section 109(b)(2)) for the 
1994 and 1995 crops of rice. The total amount de
termined under this paragraph shall be de
ducted, in equal amounts each fiscal year, from 
the amount allocated for rice under paragraph 
(2)(G) for fiscal years after the fiscal year in 
which the final remaining payments are made 
for rice. 

(f) DETERMINATION OF CONTRACT PAY
MENTS.-

(1) INDIVIDUAL PAYMENT QUANTITY OF CON
TRACT COMMODITIES.-For each contract, the 
payment quantity of a contract commodity for 
each fiscal year shall be equal to the product 
of-

( A) 85 percent of the contract acreage; and 
(B) the farm program payment yield. 
(2) ANNUAL PAYMENT QUANTITY OF CONTRACT 

COMMODITIES.-The payment quantity of each 
contract commodity covered by all contracts for 
each Fiscal year shall equal the sum of the 
amounts calculated under paragraph (1) for 
each individual contract. 

(3) ANNUAL PAYMENT RATE.-The payment 
rate for a contract commodity for each fiscal 
year shall be equal to-

(A) the amount made available under sub
section (e) for the contract commodity for the 
fiscal year; divided by 

(BJ the amount determined under paragraph 
(2) for the fiscal year. 

(4) ANNUAL PAYMENT AMOUNT.-The amount 
to be paid under a contract in effect for each 
fiscal year with respect to a contract commodity 
shall be equal to the product of-

( A) the payment quantity determined under 
paragraph (1) with respect to the contract; and 

(BJ the payment rate in effect under para
graph (3). 

(5) AssIGNMENT OF CONTRACT PAYMENTS.-The 
provisions of section 8(g) of the Soil Conserva
tion and Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 
590h(g)) (relating to assignment of payments) 
shall apply to contract payments under this 
subsection. The owner or operator making the 
assignment, or the assignee, shall provide the 
Secretary with notice, in such manner as the 
Secretary may require in the contract, of any 
assignment made under this paragraph. 

(6) SHARING OF CONTRACT PAYMENTS.-The 
Secretary shall provide for the sharing of con
tract payments among the owners and operators 
subject to the contract on a fair and equitable 
basis. 

(g) PAYMENT LIMITATION.-The total amount 
of contract payments made to a person under a 

contract during any fiscal year may not exceed 
the payment limitations established under sec
tions 1001 through 1001C of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308 through 1308-3). 

(h) EFFECT OF VIOLATION.-
(1) TERMINATION OF CONTRACT.-Except as 

provided in paragraph (2) , if an owner or opera
tor subject to a contract violates the conserva
tion plan for the farm containing eligible farm
land under the contract, wetland protection re
quirements applicable to the farm, or the plant
ing flexibility requirements of subsection (j), the 
Secretary shall terminate the contract with re
spect to the owner or operator on each farm in 
which the owner or operator has an interest. On 
the termination, the owner or operator shall for
feit all rights to receive future contract pay
ments on each farm in which the owner or oper
ator has an interest and shall refund to the Sec
retary all contract payments received by the 
owner or operator during the period of the vio
lation, together with interest on the contract 
payments as determined by the Secretary. 

(2) REFUND OR ADJUSTMENT.-!/ the Secretary 
determines that a violation does not warrant 
termination of the contract under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary may require the owner or op
erator subject to the contract-

( A) to refund to the Secretary that part of the 
contract payments received by the owner or op
erator during the period of the violation, to
gether with interest on the contract payments as 
determined by the Secretary; or 

(B) to accept a reduction in the amount of fu
ture contract payments that is proportionate to 
the severity of the violation, as determined by 
the Secretary. 

(3) FORECLOSURE.-An owner or operator sub
ject to a contract may not be required to make 
repayments to the Secretary of amounts received 
under the contract if the contract acreage has 
been foreclosed on and the Secretary determines 
that for giving the repayments is appropriate in 
order to provide fair and equitable treatment. 
This paragraph shall not void the responsibil
ities of such an owner or operator under the 
contract if the owner or operator continues or 
resumes operation, or control, of the contract 
acreage. On the resumption of operation or con
trol over the contract acreage by the owner or 
operator, the provisions of the contract in effect 
on the date of the foreclosure shall apply. 

(4) REVIEW.-A determination of the Secretary 
under this subsection shall be considered to be 
an adverse decision for purposes of the avail
ability of administrative review of the deter
mination. 

(i) TRANSFER OF INTEREST IN LANDS SUBJECT 
TO CONTRACT.-

(1) EFFECT OF TRANSFER.-Except as provided 
in paragraph (2), the trans/er by an owner or 
operator subject to a contract of the right and 
interest of the owner or operator in the contract 
acreage shall result in the termination of the 
contract with respect to the acreage, effective on 
the date of the transfer, unless the transferee of 
the acreage agrees with the Secretary to assume 
all obligations of the contract. At the request of 
the transferee, the Secretary may modify the 
contract if the modifications are consistent with 
the objectives of this section as determined by 
the Secretary. 

(2) EXCEPTION.-!/ an owner or operator who 
is entitled to a contract payment dies, becomes 
incompetent, or is otherwise unable to receive 
the contract payment, the Secretary shall make 
the payment, in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

(j) PLANTING FLEXIBILITY.-
(]) PERMITTED CROPS.-Subject to paragraph 

(2), any commodity or crop may be planted on 
contract acreage on a farm. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.-
(A) HAYING AND GRAZING.-

(i) TIME LIMIT ATIONS.-Haying and grazing 
on land exceeding 15 percent of the contract 
acreage on a farm as provided in clause (iii) 
shall be permitted, except during any consecu
tive 5-month period between April 1 and October 
31 that is determined by the State committee es
tablished under section B(b) of the Soil Con
servation and Domestic Allotment Act (6 U.S.C. 
590h(b)) for a State. In the case of a natural dis
aster, the Secretary may permit unlimited 
haying and grazing on the contract acreage of 
a farm. 

(ii) CONTRACT COMMODITIES.-Contract acre
age planted to a contract commodity for harvest 
may be hayed or grazed at any time without 
limitation. 

(iii) HAYING AND GRAZING LIMITATION ON POR
TION OR CONTRACT ACREAGE.-Unlimited haying 
and grazing shall be permitted on not more than 
15 percent of the contract acreage on a farm. 

(B) ALFALFA.-Alfalfa may be grown on con
tract acreage in excess of the acreage limitation 
in subparagraph ( A)(iii) and without regard to 
the time limitation in subparagraph (A)(i), ex
cept that each contract acre on a farm that is 
planted for harvest to alfalfa in excess of 15 per
cent of the total contract acreage on the farm 
shall be ineligible for contract payments. 

(C) FRUITS AND VEGETABLES.-
(i) IN GENERAL.-The planting for harvest of 

fruits and vegetables shall be prohibited on con
tract acreage, except in any region in which 
there i::; a history of double-cropping, as deter
mined by the Secretary. 

(ii) UNRESTRICTED VEGETABLES.-Notwith
standing clause (i), lentils, mung beans, and dry 
peas may be planted for harvest without limita
tion on contract acreage. 
SEC. 104. NONRECOURSE MARKETING ASSIST· 

ANCE LOANS AND LOAN DEFICIENCY 
PAYMENTS. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF MARKETING Ass/STANCE 
LOANS.-

(1) NONRECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE.-For 
each of the 1996 through 2002 crops of each loan 
commodity, the Secretary shall make available 
to producers on a farm nonrecourse marketing 
assistance loans for loan commodities produced 
on the farm. The loans shall be made under 
terms and conditions that are prescribed by the 
Secretary and at the loan rate established under 
subsection (b) for the loan commodity. 

(2) ELIGIBLE PRODUCTION.-The following pro
duction shall be eligible for a marketing assist
ance loan under paragraph (1): 

(A) In the case of a marketing assistance loan 
for a contract commodity, any production by a 
producer who has entered into a production 
flexibility contract. 

(B) In the case of a marketing assistance loan 
for extra long staple cotton and oilseeds, any 
production. 

(3) RECOURSE LOANS FOR HIGH MOISTURE FEED 
GRAINS.-

(A) RECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE.-For each Of 
the 1996 through 2002 crops of corn and grain 
sorghum, the Secretary shall make available re
course loans, as determined by the Secretary, to 
producers on a farm who-

(i) normally harvest all or a portion of their 
crop of corn or grain sorghum in a high mois
ture state; 

(ii) present-
( I) certified scale tickets from an inspected, 

certified commercial scale, including licensed 
warehouses, feedlots, feed mills, distilleries, or 
other similar entities approved by the Secretary, 
pursuant to regulations issued by the Secretary; 
or 

(II) present field or other physical measure
ments of the standing or stored crop in regions 
of the country, as determined by the Secretary, 
that do not have certified commercial scales 
from which certified scale tickets may be ob
tained within reasonable proximity of harvest 
operation; 
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(iii) certify that they were the owners of the 

feed grain at the time of delivery to, and that 
the quantity to be placed under loan under this 
paragraph was in fact harvested on the farm 
and delivered to, a feedlot, feed mill, or commer
cial or on-farm high-moisture storage facility, or 
to such facilities maintained by the users of 
corn and grain sorghum in a high moisture 
state; and 

(iv) comply with deadlines established by the 
Secretary for harvesting the corn or grain sor
ghum and submit applications for loans under 
this paragraph within deadlines established by 
the Secretary. 

(B) ELIGIBILITY OF ACQUIRED FEED GRAINS.
Loans under this paragraph shall be made on a 
quantity of corn or grain sorghum of the same 
crop acquired by the producer equivalent to a 
quantity determined by multiplying-

(i) the acreage of the corn or grain sorghum in 
a high moisture state harvested on the produc
er's farm; by 

(ii) the lower of the farm program payment 
yield or the actual yield on a field, as deter
mined by the Secretary, that is similar to the 
field from which the corn or grain sorghum was 
obtained. 

(C) HIGH MOISTURE STATE DEFINED.-ln this 
paragraph, the term "high moisture state" 
means corn or grain sorghum having a moisture 
content in excess of Commodity Credit Corpora
tion standards for marketing assistance loans 
made by the Secretary under paragraph (1). 

(b) LOAN RATES.
(1) WHEAT.-
(A) LOAN RATE.-Subject to subparagraph (B), 

the loan rate for a marketing assistance loan 
under subsection (a)(l) for wheat shall be-

(i) not less than 85 percent of the simple aver
age price received by producers of wheat, as de
termined by the Secretary, during the marketing 
years for the immediately preceding 5 crops of 
wheat, excluding the year in which the average 
price was the highest and the year in which the 
average price was the lowest in the period; but 

(ii) not more than $2.58 per bushel. 
(B) STOCKS TO USE RATIO ADJUSTMENT.-lf the 

Secretary estimates for any marketing year that 
the ratio of ending stocks of wheat to total use 
for the marketing year will be-

(i) equal to or greater than 30 percent, the 
Secretary may reduce the loan rate for wheat 
for the corresponding crop by an amount not to 
exceed 10 percent in any year; 

(ii) less than 30 percent but not less than 15 
percent, the Secretary may reduce the loan rate 
for wheat for the corresponding crop by an 
amount not to exceed 5 percent in any year; or 

(iii) less than 15 percent, the Secretary may 
not reduce the loan rate for wheat for the cor
responding crop. 

(C) No EFFECT ON FUTURE YEARS.-Any reduc
tion in the loan rate for wheat under subpara
graph (B) shall not be considered in determining 
the loan rate for wheat for subsequent years. 

(2) FEED GRAINS.-
( A) LOAN RATE FOR CORN.-Subject to sub

paragraph (B), the loan rate for a marketing as
sistance loan under subsection (a)(l) for corn 
shall be-

(i) not less than 85 percent of the simple aver
age price received by producers of corn, as de
termined by the Secretary, during the marketing 
years for the immediately preceding 5 crops of 
corn, excluding the year in which the average 
price was the highest and the year in which the 
average price was the lowest in the period; but 

(ii) not more than $1.89 per bushel. 
(B) STOCKS TO USE RATIO ADJUSTMENT.-// the 

Secretary estimates for any marketing year that 
the ratio of ending stocks of corn to total use for 
the marketing year will be-

(i) equal to or greater than 25 percent, the 
Secretary may reduce the loan rate for corn for 

the corresponding crop by an amount not to ex
ceed 10 percent in any year; 

(ii) less than 25 percent but not less than 12.5 
percent, the Secretary may reduce the loan rate 
for corn for the corresponding crop by an 
amount not to exceed 5 percent in any year; or 

(iii) less than 12.5 percent the Secretary may 
not reduce the loan rate for corn for the cor
responding crop. 

(C) No EFFECT ON FUTURE YEARS.-Any reduc
tion in the loan rate for corn under subpara
graph (B) shall not be considered in determining 
the loan rate for corn for subsequent years. 

(D) OTHER FEED GRAINS.-The loan rate for a 
marketing assistance loan under subsection 
(a)(l) for grain sorghum, barley, and oats, re
spectively, shall be established at such level as 
the Secretary determines is fair and reasonable 
in relation to the rate that loans are made avail
able for corn, taking into consideration the feed
ing value of the commodity in relation to corn. 

(3) UPLAND COTTON.-
( A) LOAN RATE.-Subject to subparagraph (B), 

the loan rate for a marketing assistance loan 
under subsection (a)(l) for upland cotton shall 
be established by the Secretary at such loan 
rate, per pound, as will reflect for the base qual
ity of upland cotton, as determined by the Sec
retary, at average locations in the United States 
a rate that is not less than the smaller of-

(i) 85 percent of the average price (weighted 
by market and month) of the base quality of cot
ton as quoted in the designated United States 
spot markets during 3 years of the 5-year period 
ending July 31 in the year in which the loan 
rate is announced, excluding the year in which 
the average price was the highest and the year 
in which the average price was the lowest in the 
period; or 

(ii) 90 percent of the average, for the 15-week 
period beginning July 1 of the year in which the 
loan rate is announced, of the 5 lowest-priced 
growths of the growths quoted for Middling 
J3hz-inch cotton C.I.F. Northern Europe (ad
justed downward by the average difference dur
ing the period April 15 through October 15 of the 
year in which the loan is announced between 
the average Northern European price quotation 
of such quality of cotton and the market 
quotations in the designated United States spot 
markets for the base quality of upland cotton), 
as determined by the Secretary. 

(B) LIMITATIONS.-The loan rate for a market
ing assistance loan for upland cotton shall not 
be less than $0.50 per pound or more than 
$0.5192 per pound. 

(4) EXTRA LONG STAPLE COTTON.-The loan 
rate for a marketing assistance loan under sub
section (a)(l) for extra long staple cotton shall 
be-

( A) not less than 85 percent of the simple aver
age price received by producers of extra long 
staple cotton, as determined by the Secretary, 
during 3 years of the 5 previous marketing 
years, excluding the year in which the average 
price was the highest and the year in which the 
average price was the lowest in the period; but 

(B) not more than $0.7965 per pound. 
(5) RICE.-The loan rate for a marketing as

sistance loan under subsection (a)(l) for rice 
shall be $6.50 per hundredweight. 

(6) OILSEEDS.-
( A) SOYBEANS.-The loan rate for a marketing 

assistance loan under subsection (a)(l) for soy
beans shall be $4.92 per bushel. 

(B) SUNFLOWER SEED, CANOLA, RAPESEED, SAF
FLOWER, MUSTARD SEED, AND FLAXSEED.-The 
loan rates for a marketing assistance loan under 
subsection (a)(J) for sunflower seed, canola, 
rapeseed, safflower, mustard seed, and flaxseed, 
individually, shall be $0.087 per pound. 

(C) OTHER OILSEEDS.-The loan rates for a 
marketing assistance loan under subsection 
(a)(l) for other oilseeds shall be established at 

such level as the Secretary determines is fair 
and reasonable in relation to the loan rate 
available for soybeans, except in no event shall 
the rate for the oilseeds (other than cottonseed) 
be less than the rate established for soybeans on 
a per-pound basis for the same crop. 

(c) TERM OF LOAN.-/n the case of each loan 
commodity (other than upland cotton or extra 
long staple cotton), a marketing assistance loan 
under subsection (a)(l) shall have a term of 9 
months beginning on the first day of the first 
month after the month in which the loan is 
made. A marketing assistance loan for upland 
cotton or extra long staple cotton shall have a 
term of 10 months beginning on the first day of 
the first month after the month in which the 
loan is made. The Secretary may not extend the 
term of a marketing assistance loan for any loan 
commodity. 

(d) REPAYMENT.-
(1) REPAYMENT RATES GENERALLY.-The Sec

retary shall permit producers to repay a market
ing assistance loan under subsection (a)(l) for a 
loan commodity (other than extra long staple 
cotton) at a level that is the lesser of-

( A) the loan rate established for the commod
ity under subsection (b); or 

(B) the prevailing world market price for the 
commodity (adjusted to United States quality 
and location), as determined by the Secretary. 

(2) ADDITIONAL REPAYMENT RATES FOR WHEAT, 
FEED GRAINS, AND OILSEEDS.-ln the case of a 
marketing assistance loan under subsection 
(a)(l) for wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley, 
oats, or oilseeds, the Secretary shall also permit 
a producer to repay the loan at such level as the 
Secretary determines will-

( A) minimize potential loan forfeitures; 
(B) minimize the accumulation of stocks of the 

commodity by the Federal Government; 
(C) minimize the cost incurred by the Federal 

Government in storing the commodity; and 
(D) allow the commodity produced in the 

United States to be marketed freely and competi
tively, both domestically and internationally. 

(3) REPAYMENT RATES FOR EXTRA LONG STAPLE 
COTTON.-Repayment of a marketing assistance 
loan for extra long staple cotton shall be at the 
loan rate established for the commodity under 
subsection (b), plus interest (as determined by 
the Secretary). 

(4) PREVAILING WORLD MARKET PRICE.-For 
purposes of paragraph (1) and subsection (f), 
the Secretary shall prescribe by regulation-

( A) a formula to determine the prevailing 
world market price for each loan commodity, ad
justed to United States quality and location; 
and 

(B) a mechanism by which the Secretary shall 
announce periodically the prevailing world mar
ket price for each loan commodity. 

(5) ADJUSTMENT OF PREVAILING WORLD MAR
KET PRICE FOR UP LAND COTTON.-

( A) IN GENERAL.-During the period ending 
July 31, 2003, the prevailing world market price 
for upland cotton (adjusted to United States 
quality and location) established under para
graph ( 4) shall be further adjusted if-

(i) the adjusted prevailing world market price 
is less than 115 percent of the loan rate for up
land cotton established under subsection (b), as 
determined by the Secretary; and 

(ii) the Friday through Thursday average 
price quotation for the lowest-priced United 
States growth as quoted for Middling (M) J3h2-
inch cotton delivered C.l.F. Northern Europe is 
greater than the Friday through Thursday aver
age price of the 5 lowest-priced growths of up
land cotton, as quoted for Middling (M) J3h2-
inch cotton, delivered C.I.F. Northern Europe 
(referred to in this subsection as the "Northern 
Europe price"). 

(B) FURTHER ADJUSTMENT.-Except as pro
vided in subparagraph (C), the adjusted prevail
ing world market price for upland cotton shall 
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be further adjusted on the basis of some or all 
of the following data, as available: 

(i) The United States share of world exports. 
(ii) The current level of cotton export sales 

and cotton export shipments. 
(iii) Other data determined by the Secretary to 

be relevant in establishing an accurate prevail
ing world market price for upland cotton (ad
justed to United States quality and location). 

(C) LIMITATION ON FURTHER ADJUSTMENT.
The adjustment under subparagraph (B) may 
not exceed the di! ference between-

(i) the Friday through Thursday average price 
for the lowest-priced United States growth as 
quoted for Middling J3h2-inch cotton delivered 
C.I.F. Northern Europe; and 

(ii) the Northern Europe price. 
(e) LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS.-
(1) AVAILABILITY.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (4), the Secretary may make loan de
fieiency payments available to producers who, 
although eligible to obtain a marketing assist
ance loan under subsection (a)(J) with respect 
to a loan commodity, agree to for go obtaining 
the loan for the commodity in return for pay
ments under this subsection. 

(2) COMPUT ATION.-A loan defieiency payment 
under this subsection shall be computed by mul
tiplying-

(A) the loan payment rate determined under 
paragraph (3) for the loan commodity; by 

(B) the quantity of the loan commodity that 
the producers on a farm are eligible to place 
under loan but for which the producers forgo 
obtaining the loan in return for payments under 
this subsection. 

(3) LOAN PAYMENT RATE.-For purposes of this 
subsection, the loan payment rate shall be the 
amount by which-

( A) the loan rate established under subsection 
(b) for the loan commodity; exceeds 

(B) the rate at which a loan for the commod
ity may be repaid under subsection (d). 

(4) EXCEPTION FOR EXTRA LONG STAPLE COT
TON.-This subsection shall not apply with re
spect to extra long staple cotton. 

(f) SPECIAL MARKETING LOAN PROVISIONS FOR 
UPLAND COTTON.-

(1) COTTON USER MARKETING CERTIFICATES.-
( A) lSSUANCE.-Subject to subparagraph (D), 

during the period ending July 31, 2003, the Sec
retary shall issue marketing certificates or cash 
payments to domestic users and exporters for 
documented purchases by domestic users and 
sales for export by exporters made in the week 
fallowing a consecutive 4-week period in 
which-

(i) the Friday through Thursday average price 
quotation for the lowest-priced United States 
growth, as quoted for Middling (M) J3h2-inch 
cotton, delivered C.I.F. Northern Europe exceeds 
the Northern Europe price by more than 1.25 
cents per pound; and 

(ii) the prevailing world market price for up
land cotton (adjusted to United States quality 
and location) does not exceed 130 percent of the 
loan rate for upland cotton established under 
subsection (b). 

(B) VALUE OF CERTIFICATES OR PAYMENTS.
The value of the marketing certificates or cash 
payments shall be based on the amount of the 
difference (reduced by 1.25 cents per pound) in 
the prices during the 4th week of the consecu
tive 4-week period multiplied by the quantity of 
upland cotton included in the documented sales. 

(C) REDEMPTION, MARKETING, OR EXCHANGE.
The Secretary shall establish procedures to as
sist persons receiving marketing certificates 
under this paragraph in the redemption of cer
tificates for cash, or in the marketing or ex
change of certificates for agricultural commod
ities owned by the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion, in such manner and at such price levels as 
the Secretary determines will best effectuate the 

purposes of the marketing certificates. Any price 
restrictions that may otherwise apply to the dis
position of agricultural commodities by the Com
modity Credit Corporation shall not apply to the 
redemption of certificates under this paragraph. 

(D) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary shall not issue 
marketing certificates or cash payments under 
subparagraph (A) if, for the immediately preced
ing consecutive 10-week period, the Friday 
through Thursday average price quotation for 
the lowest priced United States growth, as 
quoted for Middling (M) J3h2-inch cotton, deliv
ered C.l.F. Northern Europe, adjusted for the 
value of any certificate issued under this para
graph, exceeds the Northern Europe price by 
more than 1.25 cents per pound. 

(E) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES.-Total ex
penditures under this paragraph shall not ex
ceed $701,000,000 during fiscal years 1996 
through 2002. 

(2) SPECIAL IMPORT QUOT A.-
( A) ESTABLISHMENT.-The President shall 

carry out an import quota program that pro
vides that, during the period ending July 31, 
2003, whenever the Secretary determines and an
nounces that for any consecutive 10-week pe
riod, the Friday through Thursday average 
price quotation for the lowest-priced United 
States growth, as quoted for Middling (M) J3hz
inch cotton, delivered C.I.F. Northern Europe, 
adjusted for the value of any certificates issued 
under paragraph (1), exceeds the Northern Eu
rope price by more than 1.25 cents per pound, 
there shall immediately be in effect a speeial im
port quota. 

(B) QUANTITY.-The quota shall be equal to 1 
week's consumption of upland cotton by domes
tic mills at the seasonally adjusted average rate 
of the most recent 3 months for which data are 
available. 

(C) APPLICATION.-The quota shall apply to 
upland cotton purchased not later than 90 days 
after the date of the Secretary's announcement 
under subparagraph (A) and entered into the 
United States not later than 180 days after the 
date. 

(D) OVERLAP.-A special quota period may be 
established that overlaps any existing quota pe
riod if required by subparagraph (A), except 
that a speeial quota period may not be estab
lished under this paragraph if a quota period 
has been established under subsection (g). 

(E) PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT.-The 
quantity under a special import quota shall be 
considered to be an in-quota quantity for pur
poses of-

(i) section 213(d) of the Caribbean Basin Eco
nomic Recovery Act (19 U.S.C. 2703(d)); 

(ii) section 204 of the Andean Trade Pref
erence Act (19 U.S.C. 3203); 

(iii) section 503(d) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2463(d)); and 

(iv) General Note 3(a)(iv) to the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule. 

(F) DEF/NITION.-ln this paragraph, the term 
"speeial import quota" means a quantity of im
ports that is not subject to the over-quota tariff 
rate of a tariff-rate quota. 

(g) LIMITED GLOBAL IMPORT QUOTA FOR UP
LAND COTTON.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The President shall carry 
out an import quota program that provides that 
whenever the Secretary determines and an
nounces that the average price of the base qual
ity of upland cotton, as determined by the Sec
retary, in the designated spot markets for a 
month exceeded 130 percent of the average price 
of such quality of cotton in the markets for the 
preceding 36 months. notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, there shall immediately be in 
effect a limited global import quota subject to 
the fallowing conditions: 

(A) QUANTITY.-The quantity of the quota 
shall be equal to 21 days of domestic mill con-

sumption of upland cotton at the seasonally ad
justed average rate of the most recent 3 months 
for which data are available. 

(B) QUANTITY IF PRIOR QUOTA.-lf a quota 
has been established under this subsection dur
ing the preceding 12 months, the quantity of the 
quota next established under this subsection 
shall be the smaller of 21 days of domestic mill 
consumption calculated under subparagraph (A) 
or the quantity required to increase the supply 
to 130 percent of the demand. 

(C) PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT.-The 
quantity under a limited global import quota 
shall be considered to be an in-quota quantity 
for purposes of-

(i) section 213(d) of the Caribbean Basin Eco
nomic Recovery Act (19 U.S.C. 2703(d)); 

(ii) section 204 of the Andean Trade Pref
erence Act (19 U.S.C. 3203); 

(iii) section 503(d) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2463(d)); and 

(iv) General Note 3(a)(iv) to the Harmonized 
Tari/ f Schedule. 

(D) DEFINITIONS.-ln this subsection: 
(i) SUPPLY.-The term "supply" means, using 

the latest of fieial data of the Bureau of the Cen
sus, the Department of Agriculture, and the De
partment of the Treasury-

( I) the carry-over of upland cotton at the be
ginning of the marketing year (adjusted to 480-
pound bales) in which the quota is established; 

(II) production of the current crop; and 
(Ill) imports to the latest date available dur

ing the marketing year. 
(ii) DEMAND.-The term "demand" means-
( I) the average seasonally adjusted annual 

rate of domestic mill consumption in the most re
cent 3 months for which data are available; and 

(II) the larger of-
(aa) average exports of upland cotton during 

the preceding 6 marketing years; or 
(bb) cumulative exports of upland cotton plus 

outstanding export sales for the marketing year 
in which the quota is established. 

(iii) LIMITED GLOBAL IMPORT QUOTA.-The 
term "limited global import quota" means a 
quantity of imports that is not subject to the 
over-quota tariff rate of a tariff-rate quota. 

(E) QUOTA ENTRY PERIOD.-When a quota is 
established under this subsection, cotton may be 
entered under the quota during the 90-day pe
riod beginning on the date the quota is estab
lished by the Secretary. 

(2) No OVERLAP.-Notwithstanding paragraph 
(1). a quota period may not be established that 
overlaps an existing quota period or a speeial 
quota period established under subsection (/)(2). 

(h) SOURCE OF LOANS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall provide 

the loans authorized by this section and the Ag
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1281 
et seq.) through the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion and other means available to the Secretary. 

(2) PROCESSORS.-Whenever any loan or sur
plus removal operation for any agricultural 
commodity is carried out through purchases 
from or loans or payments to processors, the 
Secretary shall, to the extent practicable, obtain 
from the processors such assurances as the Sec
retary considers adequate that the producers of 
the commodity have received or will receive max
imum benefits from the loan or surplus removal 
operation. 

(i) ADJUSTMENTS OF LOANS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may make ap

propriate adjustments in the loan levels for any 
commodity for differences in grade, type, qual
ity, location, and other factors. 

(2) LOAN LEVEL.-The adjustments shall, to 
the maximum extent practicable, be made in 
such manner that the average loan level for the 
commodity will, on the basis of the antieipated 
incidence of the factors, be equal to the level of 
support determined as provided in this section 
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or the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1281 et seq.) . 

(j) PERSONAL LIABILITY OF PRODUCERS FOR 
DEFICIENCIES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in para
graph (2), no producer shall be personally liable 
for any deficiency arising from the sale of the 
collateral securing any nonrecourse loan made 
under this section or the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1281 et seq.) unless 
the loan was obtained through a fraudulent 
representation by the producer. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.-Paragraph (1) shall not 
prevent the Commodity Credit Corporation or 
the Secretary from requiring a producer to as
sume liability for-

( A) a deficiency in the grade, quality, or 
quantity of a commodity stored on a farm or de
livered by the producer; 

(B) a failure to properly care for and preserve 
a commodity; or 

(C) a failure or refusal to deliver a commodity 
in accordance with a program established under 
this section or the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938. 

(3) ACQUISITION OF COLLATERAL.-The Sec
retary may include in a contract for a non
recourse loan made under this section or the Ag
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 a provision 
that permits the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
on and after the maturity of the loan, to acquire 
titk ~o the unredeemed collateral without obli
gation to pay for any market value that the col
lateral may have in excess of the loan indebted
ness. 

(4) SUGARCANE AND SUGAR BEETS.-A security 
interest obtained by the Commodity Credit Cor
poration as a result of the execution of a secu
rity agreement by the processor of sugarcane or 
sugar beets shall be superior to all statutory and 
common law liens on raw cane sugar and re
fined beet sugar in favor of the producers of 
sugarcane and sugar beets and all prior re
corded and unrecorded liens on the crops of sug
arcane and sugar beets from which the sugar 
was derived. 

(k) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION SALES 
PRICE RESTRICTIONS.-

(]) IN GENERAL.-The Commodity Credit Cor
poration may sell any commodity owned or con
trolled by the Corporation at any price that the 
Secretary determines will maximize returns to 
the Corporation. 

(2) NONAPPLICATION OF SALES PRICE RESTRIC
TIONS.-Paragraph (1) shall not apply to-

( A) a sale for a new or byproduct use; 
(B) a sale of peanuts or oilseeds for the ex

traction of oil; 
(C) a sale for seed or feed if the sale will not 

substantially impair any loan program; 
(D) a sale of a commodity that has substan

tially deteriorated in quality or as to which 
there is a danger of loss or waste through dete
rioration or spoilage; 

(E) a sale for the purpose of establishing a 
claim arising out of a contract or against a per
son who has committed fraud, misrepresenta
tion, or other wrongful act with respect to the 
commodity; 

(F) a sale for export, as determined by the 
Corporation; and 

(G) a sale for other than a primary use. 
(3) PRESIDENTIAL DISASTER AREAS.-
( A) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding paragraph 

(1) , on such terms and conditions as the Sec
retary may consider in the public interest, the 
Corporation may make available any commodity 
or product owned or controlled by the Corpora
tion for use in relieving distress-

(i) in any area in the United States (including 
the Virgin Islands) declared by the President to 
be an acute distress area because of unemploy
ment or other economic cause, if the President 
finds that the use will not displace or interfere 

wi th normal marketing of agricultural commod
ities; and 

(ii) in connection with any major disaster de
termined by the President to warrant assistance 
by the Federal Government under the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.). 

(B) COSTS.-Except on a reimbursable basis, 
the Corporation shall not bear any costs in con
nection with making a commodity available 
under subparagraph (A) beyond the cost of the 
commodity to the Corporation incurred in-

(i) the storage of the commodity; and 
(ii) the handling and transportation costs in 

making delivery of the commodity to designated 
agencies at 1 or more central locations in each 
State or other area. 

(4) EFFICIENT OPERATIONS.-Paragraph (1) 
shall not apply to the sale of a commodity the 
disPosition of which is desirable in the interest 
of the effective and efficient conduct of the op
erations of the Corporation because of the small 
quantity of the commodity involved, or because 
of the age, location, or questionable continued 
storability of the commodity. 
SEC. 105. PAYMENT LIMITATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1001 of the Food Se
curity Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308) is amended by 
striking paragraphs (1) through (4) and insert
ing the following: 

" (l) LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS UNDER PRODUC
TION FLEXIBILITY CONTRACTS.-The total 
amount of contract payments made under sec
tion 103 of the Agricultural Market Transition 
Act to a person under 1 or more production 
flexibility contracts entered into under the sec
tion during any fiscal year may not exceed 
$40,000. 

" (2) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS 
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS.-For each of 
the 1996 through 2002 crops of loan commodities, 
the total amount of payments specified in para
graph (3) that a person shall be entitled to re
ceive under section 104 of the Agricultural Mar
ket Transition Act for one or more loan commod
ities may not exceed $75,000. 

"(3) DESCRIPTION OF PAYMENTS SUBJECT TO 
LIMITATION.-The payments referred to in para
graph (2) are the following: 

"(A) Any gain realized by a producer from re
paying a marketing assistance loan for a crop of 
any loan commodity at a lower level than the 
original loan rate established for the loan com
modity under section 104(b) of the Agricultural 
Market Transition Act. 

"(B) Any loan deficiency payment received 
for a loan commodity under section 104(e) of the 
Act. 

"(4) DEFINITIONS.-ln this title, the terms 
'contract payment' and 'loan commodity' have 
the meaning given those terms in section 102 of 
the Agricultural Market Transition Act.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(]) Section lOOlA of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-1) is amended-
( A) in subsection (a)(l). by striking "under 

the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et 
seq.)"; and 

(B) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "under 
the Agricultural Act of 1949". 

(2) Section 1001C(a) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 1308-
3(a)) is amended-

( A) by striking "For each of the 1991 through 
1997 crops, any" and inserting " Any"; 

(B) by striking "production adjustment pay
ments, price support program loans, payments, 
or benefits made available under the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.)," and in
serting "loans or payments made available 
under title I of the Agricultural Market Transi
tion Act,"; and 

(C) by striking "during the 1989 through 1997 
crop years". 
SEC. 106. PEANUT PROGRAM. 

(a) QUOTA PEANUTS.-

(1) AVAILABILITY OF LOANS.-The Secretary 
shall make nonrecourse loans available to pro
ducers of quota peanuts. 

(2) LOAN RATE.-The national average quota 
loan rate for quota peanuts shall be $610 per 
ton. 

(3) INSPECTION, HANDLING, OR STORAGE.-The 
loan amount may not be reduced by the Sec
retary by any deductions for inspection, han
dling, or storage. 

(4) LOCATION AND OTHER FACTORS.-The Sec
retary may make adjustments in the loan rate 
for quota peanuts for location of peanuts and 
such other factors as are authorized by section 
411 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. 

(5) OFFERS FROM HANDLERS.-Jn the case of 
any producer who had an off er available from a 
handler to purchase quota peanuts, for delivery 
within the same county or a contiguous county, 
at a price equal to or greater than the applica
ble quota support rate, the Secretary shall re
duce the support rate by 5 percent for the pea
nuts that were subject to the offer. 

(b) ADDITIONAL PEANUTS.-
(]) JN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall make 

nonrecourse loans available to producers of ad
ditional peanuts at such rates as the Secretary 
finds appropriate, taking into consideration the 
demand for peanut oil and peanut meal , ex
pected prices of other vegetable oils and protein 
meals, and the demand for peanuts in foreign 
markets. 

(2) ANNOUNCEMENT.-The Secretary shall an
nounce the loan rate for additional peanuts of 
each crop not later than February 15 preceding 
the marketing year for the crop for which the 
loan rate is being determined. 

(c) AREA MARKETING ASSOCIATIONS.
(]) WAREHOUSE STORAGE LOANS.-
( A) IN GENERAL-In carrying out subsections 

(a) and (b) , the Secretary shall make warehouse 
storage loans available in each of the producing 
areas (described in section 1446.95 of title 7 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations (January 1, 
1989)) to a designated area marketing associa
tion of peanut producers that is selected and ap
proved by the Secretary and that is operated 
primarily for the purpose of conducting the loan 
activities. The Secretary may not make ware
house storage loans available to any cooperative 
that is engaged in operations or activities con
cerning peanuts other than those operations 
and activities specified in this section and sec
tion 358e of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359a). 

(B) ADMINISTRATIVE AND SUPERVISORY ACTIVI
TIES.-An area marketing association shall be 
used in administrative and supervisory activities 
relating to loans and marketing activities under 
this section and section 358e of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359a). 

(C) AssOCIATION COSTS.-Loans made to the 
association under this paragraph shall include 
such costs as the area marketing association 
reasonably may incur in carrying out the re
sponsibilities, operations, and activities of the 
association under this section and section 358e 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1359a). 

(2) POOLS FOR QUOTA AND ADDITIONAL PEA
NUTS.-

( A) JN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall require 
that each area marketing association establish 
pools and maintain complete and accurate 
records by area and segregation for quota pea
nuts handled under loan and for additional 
peanuts placed under loan, except that separate 
pools shall be established for Valencia peanuts 
produced in New Mexico. Bright hull and dark 
hull Valencia peanuts shall be considered as 
separate types for the purpose of establishing 
the pools. 

(B) NET GAINS.-Net gains on peanuts in each 
pool, unless otherwise approved by the Sec
retary, shall be distributed only to producers 
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who placed peanuts in the pool and shall be dis
tributed in proportion to the value of the pea
nuts placed in the pool by each producer. Net 
gains for peanuts in each pool shall consist of 
the following: 

(i) QUOTA PEANUTS.-For quota peanuts, the 
net gains over and above the loan indebtedness 
and other costs or losses incurred on peanuts 
placed in the pool. 

(ii) ADDITIONAL PEANUTS.-For additional 
peanuts, the net gains over and above the loan 
indebtedness and other costs or losses incurred 
on peanuts placed in the pool for additional 
peanuts. 

(d) LossEs.-Losses in quota area pools shall 
be covered using the fallowing sources in the 
following order of priority: 

(1) TRANSFERS FROM ADDITIONAL LOAN 
POOLS.-The proceeds due any producer from 
any pool shall be reduced by the amount of any 
loss that is incurred with reSPect to peanuts 
transferred from an additional loan pool to a 
quota loan pool by the producer under section 
358-l(b)(8) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 (7 u.s.c. 1358-l(b)(8)). 

(2) OTHER PRODUCERS IN SAME POOL.-Further 
losses in an area quota pool shall be offset by 
reducing the gain of any producer in the pool 
by the amount of pool gains attributed to the 
same producer from the sale of additional pea
nuts for domestic and export edible use. 

(3) BUY-BACK GAINS WITHIN AREA.-Further 
losses in an area quota pool shall be offset by 
gains or profits attributable to sales of addi
tional peanuts in that area pursuant to the pro
visions of section 358e(g)(l)(A) of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359a(g)(l)(A)). 

(4) USE OF MARKETING ASSESSMENTS.-The 
Secretary shall use funds collected under sub
section (g) (except funds attributable to han
dlers) to offset further losses in area quota 
pools. The Secretary shall trans/er to the Treas
ury those funds collected under subsection (g) 
and available for use under this subsection that 
the Secretary determines are not required to 
cover losses in area quota pools. 

(5) CROSS COMPLIANCE.-Further losses in 
area quota pools, other than losses incurred as 
a result of transfers from additional loan pools 
to quota loan pools under section 358-l(b)(8) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1358-l(b)(8)), shall be offset by any gains 
or profits from quota pools in other production 
areas (other than separate type pools estab
lished under subsection (c)(2)(A) for Valencia 
peanuts produced in New Mexico) in such man
ner as the Secretary shall by regulation pre
scribe. If losses in area quota pools have not 
been entirely offset through use of the preceding 
sentence, then further losses shall be offset by 
gains or profits attributable to sales of addi
tional peanuts in other areas pursuant to sec
tion 358e(g)(l)( A) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
1359a(g)(l)(A)). 

(6) INCREASED ASSESSMENTS.-!! use of the au
thorities provided in the preceding paragraphs 
is not sufficient to cover losses in an area quota 
pool, the Secretary shall increase the marketing 
assessment established under subsection (g) by 
such an amount as the Secretary considers nec
essary to cover the losses. The increased assess
ment shall apply only to quota peanuts covered 
by that pool. Amounts collected under sub
section (g) as a result of the increased assess
ment shall be retained by the Secretary to cover 
losses in that pool. 

(e) DISAPPROVAL OF QUOTAS.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, no loan for 
quota peanuts may be made available by the 
Secretary for any crop of peanuts with reSPect 
to which poundage quotas have been dis
approved by producers, as provided for in sec
tion 358-l(d) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1358-l(d)). 

(f) QUALITY IMPROVEMENT.-
(]) IN GENERAL.-With respect to peanuts 

under loan, the Secretary shall-
( A) promote the crushing of peanuts at a 

greater risk of deterioration before peanuts of a 
lesser risk of deterioration; 

(B) ensure that all Commodity Credit Corpora
tion inventories of peanuts sold for domestic edi
ble use must be shown to have been officially in
SPected by licensed Department inspectors both 
as farmer stock and shelled or cleaned in-shell 
peanuts; 

(C) continue to endeavor to operate the pea
nut program so as to improve the quality of do
mestic peanuts and ensure the coordination of 
activities under the Peanut Administrative Com
mittee established under Marketing Agreement 
No. 146, regulating the quality of domestically 
produced peanuts (under the Agricultural Ad
justment Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), reenacted 
with amendments by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937); and 

(D) ensure that any changes made in the pea
nut program as a result of this subsection re
quiring additional production or handling at 
the farm level shall be reflected as an upward 
adjustment in the Department loan schedule. 

(2) EXPORTS AND OTHER PEANUTS.-The Sec
retary shall require that all peanuts in the do
mestic and export markets fully comply with all 
quality standards under Marketing Agreement 
No.146. 

(g) MARKETING ASSESSMENT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall provide 

for a nonrefundable marketing assessment. The 
assessment shall be made on a per pound basis 
in an amount equal to 1.1 percent for each of 
the 1994and1995 crops, 1.15 percent for the 1996 
crop, and 1.2 percent for each of the 1997 
through 2002 crops, of the national average 
quota or additional peanut loan rate for the ap
plicable crop. 

(2) FIRST PURCHASERS.-
( A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided under 

paragraphs (3) and (4), the first purchaser of 
peanuts shall-

(i) collect from the producer a marketing as
sessment equal to the quantity of peanuts ac
quired multiplied by-

( I) in the case of each of the 1994 and 1995 
crops, .55 percent of the applicable national av
erage loan rate; 

(II) in the case of the 1996 crop, .6 percent of 
the applicable national average loan rate; and 

(Ill) in the case of each of the 1997 through 
2002 crops, .65 percent of the applicable national 
average loan rate; 

(ii) pay. in addition to the amount collected 
under clause (i), a marketing assessment in an 
amount equal to the quantity of peanuts ac
quired multiplied by .55 percent of the applica
ble national average loan rate; and 

(iii) remit the amounts required under clauses 
(i) and (ii) to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
in a manner SPecified by the Secretary. 

(B) DEFINITION OF FIRST PURCHASER.-ln this 
subsection, the term "first purchaser" means a 
person acquiring peanuts from a producer ex
cept that in the case of peanuts forfeited by a 
producer to the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
the term means the person acquiring the pea
nuts from the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

(3) OTHER PRIVATE MARKETINGS.-ln the case 
of a private marketing by a producer directly to 
a consumer through a retail or wholesale outlet 
or in the case of a marketing by the producer 
outside of the continental United States, the 
producer shall be reSPonsible for the full amount 
of the assessment and shall remit the assessment 
by such time as is SPecified by the Secretary. 

(4) LOAN PEANUTS.-In the case of peanuts 
that are pledged as collateral for a loan made 
under this section, 1h of the assessment shall be 
deducted from the proceeds of the loan. The re-

mainder of the assessment shall be paid by the 
first purchaser of the peanuts. For purposes of 
computing net gains on peanuts under this sec
tion, the reduction in loan proceeds shall be 
treated as having been paid to the producer. 

(5) PENALTIES.-lf any person fails to collect 
or remit the reduction required by this sub
section or fails to comply with the requirements 
for recordkeeping or otherwise as are required 
by the Secretary to carry out this subsection, 
the person shall be liable to the Secretary for a 
civil penalty up to an amount determined by 
multiplying-

( A) the quantity of peanuts involved in the 
violation; by 

(B) the national average quota peanut rate 
for the applicable crop year. 

(6) ENFORCEMENT.-The Secretary may en
! orce this subsection in the courts of the United 
States. 

(h) CROPS.-Subsections (a) through (f) shall 
be effective only for the 1996 through 2002 crops 
of peanuts. 

(i) MARKETING QUOT AS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Part VI of subtitle B Of title 

III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended-

( A) in section 358-1 (7 U.S.C. 1358-1)-
(i) in the section heading, by striking "1991 

THROUGH 1997 CROPS OF"; 
(ii) in subsections (a)(l), (b)(l)(B), (b)(2)(A), 

(b)(2)(C), and (b)(3)(A), by striking "of the 1991 
through 1997 marketing years" each place it ap
pears and inserting "marketing year"; 

(iii) in subsection (a)(3), by striking "1990" 
and inserting "1990, for the 1991 through 1995 
marketing years, and 1995, for the 1996 through 
2002 marketing years"; 

(iv) in subsection (b)(l)(A)-
(I) by striking "each of the 1991 through 1997 

marketing years" and inserting "each market
ing year"; and 

(II) in clause (i), by inserting before the semi
colon the following: ". in the case of the 1991 
through 1995 marketing years, and the 1995 mar
keting year, in the case of the 1996 through 2002 
marketing years"; and 

(v) in subsection (f), by striking "1997" and 
inserting "2002"; 

(B) in section 358b (7 U.S.C. 1358b)-
(i) in the section heading, by striking "1991 

THROUGH 1995 CROPS OF"; and 
(ii) in subsection (c), by striking "1995" and 

inserting "2002"; 
(C) in section 358c(d) (7 U.S.C. 1358c(d)), by 

striking "1995" and inserting "2002"; and 
(D) in section 358e (7 U.S.C. 1359a)-
(i) in the section heading, by striking "FOR 

1991THR.OUGH1997 CROPS OF PEANUTS"; 
and 

(ii) in subsection (i), by striking "1997" and 
inserting "2002 ". 

(2) ELIGIBILITY FOR FARM POUNDAGE QUOTA.
(A) CERTAIN FARMS INELIGIBLE.-Section 358-

l(b)(l) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 1358-J(b)(l)) is 
amended by adding at the end the fallowing: 

"(D) CERTAIN FARMS INELIGIBLE TO HOLD 
QUOTA.-Effective beginning with the 1997 mar
keting year, the Secretary shall no longer estab
lish farm poundage quotas under subparagraph 
(A)for farms-

"(i) owned or controlled by municipalities, 
airport authorities, schools, colleges, refuges, 
and other public entities (not including univer
sities for research purposes); or 

"(ii) owned or controlled by a person who is 
not a producer and resides in another State.". 

(B) ALLOCATION OF QUOTA TO OTHER FARMS.
Section 358-l(b)(2) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 1358-
l(b)(2)) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing: 

"(E) TRANSFER OF QUOTA FROM INELIGIBLE 
FARMS.-Any farm poundage quota held at the 
end of the 1996 marketing year by a farm de
scribed in paragraph (l)(D) shall be allocated to 



February 28, 1996 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3123 
other farms in the same State on such basis as 
the Secretary may by regulation prescribe.". 

(3) ELIMINATION OF QUOTA FLOOR.-Section 
358-l(a)(l) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 1358-l(a)(l)) is 
amended by striking the second sentence. 

(4) TEMPORARY QUOTA ALLOCATION.-Section 
358-1 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 1358-1) is amended

( A) in subsection (a)(l), by striking "domestic 
edible, seed," and inserting "domestic edible 
use"; 

(BJ in subsection (b)(2)-
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking "subpara

graph (BJ and subject to"; and 
(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert

ing the following: 
"(B) TEMPORARY QUOTA ALLOCATION.-
"(i) ALLOCATION RELATED TO SEED PEANUTS.

Temporary allocation of quota pounds for the 
marketing year only in which the crop is plant
ed shall be made to producers for each of the 
1996 through 2002 marketing years as provided 
in this subparagraph. 

"(ii) QUANTITY.-The temporary quota alloca
tion shall be equal to the pounds of seed pea
nuts planted on the farm, as may be adjusted 
under regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 

"(iii) ADDITIONAL QUOTA.-The temporary al
location of quota pounds under this paragraph 
shall be in addition to the farm poundage quota 
otherwise established under this subsection and 
shall be credited, for the applicable marketing 
year onl"b, in total to the producer of the pea
nuts on the farm in a manner prescribed by the 
Secretary. 

"(iv) EFFECT OF OTHER REQUIREMENTS.
Nothing in this section alters or changes the re
quirements regarding the use of quota and addi
tional peanuts established by section 358e(b). "; 
and 

(CJ in subsection (e)(3), strike "and seed and 
use on a farm". 

(5) SPRING AND FALL TRANSFERS WITHIN A 
STATE.-Section 358b(a)(l) Of the Act (7 u.s.c. 
1358b(a)(l)) is amended-

( A) by striking ", conditions, or limitations" 
in the matter preceding the subparagraphs and 
inserting "and conditions"; 

(B) by striking "any such lease" in the matter 
preceding the subparagraphs and inserting 
"any such sale or lease"; and 

(C) by striking "in the fall or after the normal 
planting season-" and subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) and inserting the following: "in the spring 
(or before the normal planting season) or in the 
fall (or after the normal planting season) with 
the owner or operator of a farm located within 
any county in the same State. In the case of a 
fall transfer or a transfer after the normal 
planting season, the transfer may be made only 
if not less than 90 percent of the basic quota 
(the farm quota exclusive of temporary quota 
transfers), plus any poundage quota transferred 
to the farm under this subsection, has been 
planted or considered planted on the farm from 
which the quota is to be leased.". 

(6) UNDERMARKETINGS.-Part VI of subtitle B 
of title III of the Act is amended-

( A) in section 358-l(b) (7 U.S.C. 1358-l(b))-
(i) in paragraph (l)(B), by striking "includ

ing-" and clauses (i) and (ii) and inserting 
"including any increases resulting from the al
location of quotas voluntarily released for 1 
year under paragraph (7). "; 

(ii) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking "in
clude-" and clauses (i) and (ii) and inserting 
"include any increase resulting from the alloca
tion of quotas voluntarily released for 1 year 
under paragraph (7). "; and 

(iii) by striking paragraphs (8) and (9); and 
(B) in section 358b(a) (7 U.S.C. 1358b(a))-
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking "(including 

any applicable under marketings)" both places 
it appears; 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking "(including 
any applicable under marketings)"; and 

(iii) in paragraph (3), by striking "(including 
any applicable undermarketings)". 

(7) DISASTER TRANSFERS.-Section 358-l(b) of 
the Act (7 U.S.C. 1358-l(b)), as amended by 
paragraph (6)(A)(iii), is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

"(8) DISASTER TRANSFERS.-
"( A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in sub

paragraph (B), additional peanuts produced on 
a farm from which the quota poundage was not 
harvested and marketed because of drought, 
flood, or any other natural disaster, or any 
other condition beyond the control of the pro
ducer, may be transferred to the quota loan pool 
for pricing purposes on such basis as the Sec
retary shall by regulation provide. 

"(B) LIMITATION.-The poundage of peanuts 
transferred under subparagraph (A) shall not 
exceed the difference between-

"(i) the total quantity of peanuts meeting 
quality requirements for domestic edible use, as 
determined by the Secretary, marketed from the 
farm; and 

"(ii) the total farm poundage quota, excluding 
quota pounds transferred to the farm in the fall. 

"(C) SUPPORT RATE.-Peanuts transferred 
under this paragraph shall be supported at 70 
percent of the quota support rate for the mar
keting years in which the transfers occur. The 
transfers for a farm shall not exceed 25 percent 
of the total farm quota pounds, excluding 
pounds transferred in the fall.". 
SEC. 107. SUGAR PROGRAM. 

(a) SUGARCANE.-The Secretary shall make 
loans available to processors of domestically 
grown sugarcane at a rate equal to 18 cents per 
pound for raw cane sugar. 

(b) SUGAR BEETS.-The Secretary shall make 
loans available to processors of domestically 
grown sugar beets at a rate equal to 22.9 cents 
per pound for refined beet sugar. 

(C) REDUCTION IN LOAN RATES.-
(1) REDUCTION REQUIRED.-The Secretary 

shall reduce the loan rate specified in subsection 
(a) for domestically grown sugarcane and sub
section (b) for domestically grown sugar beets if 
the Secretary determines that negotiated reduc
tions in export subsidies and domestic subsidies 
provided for sugar of the European Union and 
other major sugar growing, producing. and ex
porting countries in the aggregate exceed the 
commitments made as part of the Agreement on 
Agriculture. 

(2) EXTENT OF REDUCTION.-The Secretary 
shall not reduce the loan rate under subsection 
(a) or (b) below a rate that provides an equal 
measure of support to that provided by the Eu
ropean Union and other major sugar growing, 
producing, and exporting countries, based on an 
examination of both domestic and export sub
sidies subject to reduction in the Agreement on 
Agriculture. 

(3) ANNOUNCEMENT OF REDUCTION.-The Sec
retary shall announce any loan rate reduction 
to be made under this subsection as far in ad
vance as is practicable. 

(4) MAJOR SUGAR COUNTRIES DEFINED.-For 
purposes of this subsection, the term "major 
sugar growing, producing, and exporting coun
tries" means-

( A) the countries of the European Union; and 
(B) the ten foreign countries not covered by 

subparagraph (A) that the Secretary determines 
produce the greatest amount of sugar. 

(S) AGREEMENT ON AGRICULTURE DEFINED.
For purposes of this subsection, the term 
"Agreement on Agriculture" means the Agree
ment on Agriculture referred to in section 
101(d)(2) of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act 
(19 U.S.C. 3Sll(d)(2)). 

(d) TERM OF LOANS.-
(1) IN GENERAL-Loans under this section 

during any fiscal year shall be made available 
not earlier than the beginning of the fiscal year 
and shall mature at the earlier of-

(A) the end of 9 months; or 
(B) the end of the fiscal year. 
(2) SUPPLEMENTAL LOANS.-ln the case of 

loans made under this section in the last 3 
months of a fiscal year, the processor may re
pledge the sugar as collateral for a second loan 
in the subsequent fiscal year, except that the 
second loan shall-

( A) be made at the loan rate in effect at the 
time the second loan is made; and 

(B) mature in 9 months less the quantity of 
time that the first loan was in effect. 

(e) LOAN TYPE; PROCESSOR AsSURANCES.-
(1) RECOURSE LOANS.-Subject to paragraph 

(2), the Secretary shall carry out this section 
through the use of recourse loans. 

(2) NONRECOURSE LOANS.-During any fiscal 
year in which the tariff rate quota for imports 
of sugar into the United States is established at, 
or is increased to, a level in excess of 1,500,000 
short tons raw value, the Secretary shall carry 
out this section by making available non
recourse loans. Any recourse loan previously 
made available by the Secretary under this sec
tion during the fiscal year shall be changed by 
the Secretary into a nonrecourse loan. 

(3) PROCESSOR ASSURANCES.-!! the Secretary 
is required under paragraph (2) to make non
recourse loans available during a fiscal year or 
to change recourse loans into nonrecourse 
loans, the Secretary shall obtain from each 
processor that receives a loan under this section 
such assurances as the Secretary considers ade
quate to ensure that the processor will provide 
payments to producers that are proportional to 
the value of the loan received by the processor 
for sugar beets and sugarcane delivered by pro
ducers served by the processor. The Secretary 
may establish appropriate minimum payments 
for purposes of this paragraph. 

(f) MARKETING AsSESSMENT.-
(1) SUGARCANE.-Effective for marketings of 

raw cane sugar during the 1996 through 2003 fis
cal years, the first processor of sugarcane shall 
remit to the Commodity Credit Corporation a 
nonrefundable marketing assessment in an 
amount equal to-

( A) in the case of marketings during fiscal 
year 1996, 1.1 percent of the loan rate estab
lished under subsection (a) per pound of raw 
cane sugar, processed by the processor from do
mestically produced sugarcane or sugarcane mo
lasses, that has been marketed (including the 
transfer or delivery of the sugar to a refinery for 
further processing or marketing); and 

(B) in the case of marketings during each of 
fiscal years 1997 through 2003, 1.375 percent of 
the loan rate established under subsection (a) 
per pound of raw cane sugar, processed by the 
processor from domestically produced sugarcane 
or sugarcane molasses, that has been marketed 
(including the transfer or delivery of the sugar 
to a refinery for further processing or market
ing). 

(2) SUGAR BEETS.-Eff ective for marketings of 
beet sugar during the 1996 through 2003 fiscal 
years, the first processor of sugar beets shall 
remit to the Commodity Credit Corporation a 
nonrefundable marketing assessment in an 
amount equal to-

(A) in the case of marketings during fiscal 
year 1996, 1.1794 percent of the loan rate estab
lished under subsection (a) per pound of beet 
sugar, processed by the processor from domesti
cally produced sugar beets or sugar beet molas
ses, that has been marketed; and 

(B) in the case of marketings during each of 
fiscal years 1997 through 2003, 1.47425 percent of 
the loan rate established under subsection (a) 
per pound of beet sugar, processed by the proc
essor from domestically produced sugar beets or 
sugar beet molasses, that has been marketed. 

(3) COLLECTION.-
(A) TIMING.-A marketing assessment required 

under this subsection shall be collected on a 
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monthly basis and shall be remitted to the Com
modity Credit Corporation not later than 30 
days after the end of each month. Any cane 
sugar or beet sugar processed during a fiscal 
year that has not been marketed by September 
30 of the year shall be subject to assessment on 
that date. The sugar shall not be subject to a 
second assessment at the time that it is mar
keted. 

(B) MANNER.-Subject to subparagraph (A), 
marketing assessments shall be collected under 
this subsection in the manner prescribed by the 
Secretary and shall be nonrefundable. 

(4) PENALTIES.-!! any person fails to remit 
the assessment required by this subsection or 
fails to comply with such requirements for rec
ordkeeping or otherwise as are required by the 
Secretary to carry out this subsection, the per
son shall be liable to the Secretary for a civil 
penalty up to an amount determined by mul
tiply·ing-

(A) the quantity of cane sugar or beet sugar 
involved in the violation; by 

(B) the loan rate for the applicable crop of 
sugarcane or sugar beets. 

(5) ENFORCEMENT.-The Secretary may en
force this subsection in a court of the United 
States. 

(g) FORFEITURE PENALTY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-A penalty shall be assessed 

on the forfeiture of any sugar pledged as collat
eral for a nonrecourse loan under this section. 

(2) CANE SUGAR.-The penalty for cane sugar 
shall be 1 cent per pound. 

(3) BEET SUGAR.-The penalty for beet sugar 
shall bear the same relation to the penalty for 
cane sugar as the marketing assessment for 
sugar beets bears to the marketing assessment 
for sugarcane. 

(4) EFFECT OF FORFEITURE.-Any payments 
owed producers by a processor that forfeits of 
any sugar pledged as collateral for a non
recourse loan shall be reduced in proportion to 
the loan forfeiture penalty incurred by the proc
essor. 

(h) INFORMATION REPORTING.-
(]) DUTY OF PROCESSORS AND REFINERS TO RE

PORT.-A sugarcane processor, cane sugar re
finer, and sugar beet processor shall furnish the 
Secretary, on a monthly basis, such information 
as the Secretary may require to administer sugar 
programs, including the quantity of purchases 
of sugarcane, sugar beets, and sugar. and pro
duction, importation, distribution, and stock 
levels of sugar. 

(2) PENALTY.-Any person willfully failing OT 

refusing to furnish the information, or furnish
ing willfully any false information, shall be sub
ject to a civil penalty of not more than $10,000 
for each such violation. 

(3) MONTHLY REPORTS.-Taking into consider
ation the information received under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary shall publish on a monthly 
basis composite data on production, imports, 
distribution, and stock levels of sugar. 

(i) MARKETING ALLOTMENTS.-Part VII of sub
title B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359aa et seq.) is repealed. 

(j) CROPS.-This section (other than sub
section (i)) shall be effective only for the 1996 
through 2002 crops of sugar beets and sugar
cane. 
SEC. 108. ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.-
(1) USE OF CORPORATION.-The Secretary shall 

carry out this title through the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

(2) PROHIBITION ON SALARIES AND EXPENSES.
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no 
funds of the Corporation shall be used for any 
salary or expense of any officer or employee of 
the Department of Agriculture. 

(b) DETERMINATIONS BY SECRETARY.-A deter
mination made by the Secretary under this title 

or the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1281 et seq.) shall be final and conclu
sive. 

(c) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary may issue 
such regulations as the Secretary determines 
necessary to carry out this title. 
SEC. 109. ELIMINATION OF PERMANENT PRICE 

SUPPORT AUTHORITY. 
(a) AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 

1938.-The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended-

(1) in title III-
( A) in subtitle B-
(i) by striking parts II through V (7 U.S.C. 

1326-1351); and 
(ii) in part VI-
(!) by moving subsection (c) of section 358d (7 

U.S.C. 1358d(c)) to appear after section 
301(b)(17) (7 U.S.C. 1301(b)(17)), redesignating 
the subsection as paragraph (18), and moving 
the margin of the paragraph 2 ems to the right; 
and 

(II) by striking sections 358, 358a, and 358d (7 
U.S.C. 1358, 1358a, and 1359); and 

(B) by striking subtitle D (7 U.S.C. 1379a-
1379j); and 

(2) by striking title IV (7 U.S.C. 1401-1407). 
(b) AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1949.-
(1) TRANSFER OF CERTAIN SECTIONS.-The Ag

ricultural Act of 1949 is amended-
( A) by transferring sections 106, 106A, and 

106B (7 U.S.C. 1445, 1445-1, 1445-2) to appear 
after section 314A of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1314-1) and redesig
nating the transferred sections as sections 315, 
315A, and 315B, respectively; 

(B) by transferring section 111 (7 U.S.C. 1445!) 
to appear after section 304 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1304) and re
designating the trans! erred section as section 
305; and 

(C) by transferring sections 404 and 416 (7 
U.S.C. 1424 and 1431) to appear after section 390 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1390) and redesignating the transferred 
sections as sections 390A and 390B, respectively. 

(2) REPEAL.-The Agricultural Act Of 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1421 et seq.) (as amended by paragraph 
(1)) is repealed. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment 

Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1361) is amended by strik
ing ", corn, wheat, cotton, peanuts, and rice, 
established". 

(2) Section 371 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1371) is amended-

( A) in the first sentence of subsection (a), by 
striking "cotton, rice, peanuts, or"; and 

(B) in the first sentence of subsection (b), by 
striking "cotton, rice, peanuts or". 
SEC. 110. EFFECT OF AMENDMENTS. 

(a) EFFECT ON PRIOR CROPS.-Except as oth
erwise SPecifically provided and notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, this title and the 
amendments made by this title shall not affect 
the authority of the Secretary to carry out a 
price support or production adjustment program 
for any of the 1991 through 1995 crops of an ag
ricultural commodity established under a provi
sion of law in effect immediately before the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) LIABILITY.-A provision of this title OT an 
amendment made by this title shall not af feet 
the liability of any person under any provision 
of law as in effect before the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

TITLE II-DAIRY 
Subtitle A-Milk Price Support and Other 

Activities 
SEC. 201. WLK PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM. 

(a) SUPPORT ACTIVITIES.-To replace the milk 
price support program established under section 
204 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 

1446e), which is repealed by section 109(b)(2)), 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall use the au
thority provided in this section to support the 
price of milk produced in the 48 contiguous 
States through the purchase of cheddar cheese 
produced from such milk. Until the first day of 
the first month beginning not less than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary also may. support the price of milk 
under this section through the purchase of but
ter and non[ at dry milk produced from milk pro
duced in the 48 contiguous States. 

(b) RATE.-The price of milk shall be sup
ported at the fallowing rates per hundredweight 
for milk containing 3.67 percent butterfat: 

(1) During calendar year 1996, not less than 
$10.35. 

(2) During calendar year 1997, not less than 
$10.25. 

(3) During calendar year 1998, not less than 
$10.15. 

(4) During calendar year 1999, not less than 
$10.05. 

(5) During calendar year 2000, not less than 
$9.95. 

(6) During calendar years 2001 and 2002, not 
less than $9.85. 

(C) BID PRICES.-The Commodity Credit Cor
poration support purchase prices under this sec
tion for cheddar cheese (and for butter and non
fat dry milk subject to subsection (a)) an
nounced by the Corporation shall be the same 
for all of that milk product sold by persons of
fering to sell the product to the Corporation. 
The purchase prices shall be sufficient to enable 
plants of average efficiency to pay producers, 
on average, a price not less than the rate of 
price support for milk in effect during a 12-
month period under this section. 

(d) USE OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA
TION.-The Secretary shall use the funds, facili
ties, and authorities of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to carry out this section. 

(e) RESIDUAL AUTHORITY FOR REFUND OF 
BUDGET DEFICIT AsSESSMENTS.-

(1) APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION.-This sub
section shall apply with respect to the reduc
tions made under subsection (h)(2) of section 204 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, in the price of milk received by producers 
during calendar years 1995and1996. 

(2) REFUND REQUIRED.-The Secretary shall 
provide a refund of the entire reduction made 
under such subsection (h)(2) in the price of milk 
received by a producer during a calendar year 
referred to in paragraph (1) if the producer pro
vides evidence that the producer did not in
crease marketings in that calendar year when 
compared to the preceding calendar year. 

(3) TREATMENT OF REFUNDS.-A refund under 
this subsection shall not be considered as any 
type of price support or payment for purposes of 
sections 1211 and 1221 of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3811, 3821). 

(g) TRANSFER OF MILK PRODUCTS TO MILI
TARY AND VETERANS HOSPITALS.-

(1) TRANSFER AUTHORIZED.-As a means of in
creasing the utilization of milk and milk prod
ucts, upon the certification by the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs or by the Secretary of the 
Army, acting for the military departments under 
the Single Service Purchase Assignment for Sub
sistence of the Department of Defense, that the 
usual quantities of milk products have been pur
chased in the normal channels of trade, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall make avail
able-

(A) to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs at 
warehouses where milk products are stored, 
such milk products acquired under this section 
as the Secretary of Veterans Affairs certifies are 
required in order to provide milk products as a 
part of the ration in hospitals under the juris
diction of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs; and 
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(B) to the Secretary of the Army, at ware

houses where milk products are stored, such 
milk products acquired under this section as the 
Secretary of the Army certifies can be utilized in 
order to provide additional milk products as a 
part of the ration-

(i) of the Army, Navy, Air Force, or Coast 
Guard; 

(ii) in hospitals under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Defense; and 

(iii) of cadets and midshipmen at, and other 
personnel assigned to, the United States Mer
chant Marine Academy. 

(2) REPORTS.-The Secretary of Veterans Af
fairs and the Secretary of the Army shall report 
every six months to the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Senate 
and the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representatives and the Secretary of Agri
culture the amount of milk products used under 
this subsection. 

(3) PROCESS.-The Secretary of Veterans Af
fairs and the Secretary of the Army shall reim
burse the Commodity Credit Corporation for all 
costs associated in making milk products avail
able under this subsection. 

(4) LIMITATION.-The obligation of the Com
modity Credit Corporation to make milk prod
ucts available pursuant to this subsection shall 
be limited to milk products acquired by the Cor
poration under this section and not disposed of 
under provisions {1) and (2) of section 390B(a) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. 

(h) PERIOD OF EFFECTIVENESS.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, this section 
shall be effective only during the period-

(1) beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) ending on December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 202. RECOURSE LOANS FOR COMMERCIAL 

PROCESSORS OF DAIRY PRODUCTS. 
(a) RECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE.-The Sec

retary of Agriculture shall make recourse loans 
available to commercial processors of eligible 
dairy products to assist such processors to man
age inventories of eligible dairy products to as
sure a greater degree of price stability for the 
dairy industry during the year. Recourse loans 
may be made available under such reasonable 
terms and conditions as the Secretary may pre
scribe. The Secretary shall use the funds, facili
ties, and authorities of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to carry out this section. 

(b) AMOUNT OF LOAN.-The Secretary shall es
tablish the amount of a loan for eligible dairy 
products, which shall reflect 90 percent of the 
reference price for that product. The rate of in
terest charged participants in this program shall 
not be less than the rate of interest charged the 
Commodity Credit Corporation by the United 
States Treasury. 

(C) PERIOD OF LOANS.-A recourse loan made 
under this section may not extend beyond the 
end of the fiscal year during which the loan is 
made, except that the Secretary may extend the 
loan for an additional period not to exceed the 
end of the next fiscal year. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-In this section: 
(1) The term "eligible dairy products" means 

cheddar cheese, butter, and nonfat dry milk. 
(2) The term "reference price" means-
( A) for cheddar cheese, the average National 

(Green Bay) Cheese Exchange price for 40 
pound blocks of cheddar cheese for the previous 
three months; 

(B) for butter, the average Chicago Mercantile 
Exchange price for Grade AA butter for the pre
vious three months; and 

(C) for nonfat dry milk, the average Western 
States Extra Grade and Grade A price for non
fat dry milk for the previous three months. 
SEC. 203. DAIRY EXPORT INCENl'IVE PROGRAM. 

(a) DURATION.-Subsection (a) of section 153 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (15 U.S.C. 713a-

14) is amended by striking "2001" and inserting 
"2002". 

(b) ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM.-Subsection (c) of 
such section is amended-

(1) by striking " and" at the end of paragraph 
(1); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of para
graph (2) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the fallowing new 
paragraphs: 

"(3) the maximum volume of dairy product ex
ports allowable consistent with the obligations 
of the United States as a member of the World 
Trade Organization are exported under the pro
gram each year (minus the volume sold under 
section 1163 of this Act (7 U.S.C. 1731 note) dur
ing that year), except to the extent that the ex
port of such a volume under the program would, 
in the judgment of the Secretary, exceed the lim
itations on the value set forth in subsection (f); 
and 

" (4) payments may be made under the pro
gram for exports to any destination in the world 
for the purpose of market development, except a 
destination in a country with respect to which 
shipments from the United States are otherwise 
restricted by law.". 

(C) SOLE DISCRETION.-Subsection (b) Of such 
section is amended by inserting " sole" before 
" discretion". 

(d) MARKET DEVELOPMENT.-Subsection (e)(J) 
of such section is amended-

(1) by striking "and" and inserting "the"; 
and 

(2) by inserting before the period the fallow
ing: ",and any additional amount that may be 
required to assist in the development of world 
markets for United States dairy products". 

(e) MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE AMOUNTS.-Such 
section is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(f) REQUIRED FUNDING.-The Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall in each year use money 
and commodities for the program under this sec
tion in the maximum amount consistent with the 
obligations of the United States as a member of 
the World Trade Organization, minus the 
amount expended under section 1163 of this Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1731 note) during that year. However, 
the Commodity Credit Corporation may not ex
ceed the limitations specified in subsection (c)(3) 
on the volume of allowable dairy product ex
ports.". 
SEC. 204. DAIRY PROMOTION PROGRAM. 

(a) EXPANSION To COVER DAIRY PRODUCTS 
IMPORTED INTO THE UNITED ST ATES.-Section 
110(b) of the Dairy Production Stabilization Act 
of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 4501(b)) is amended by insert
ing after "commercial use" the following: "and 
dairy products imported into the United States". 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-
(1) MILK.-Subsection (d) of section 111 of 

such Act (7 U.S.C. 4502) is amended by inserting 
before the semicolon the following: "or cow's 
milk imported into the United States in the form 
of dairy products intended for consumption in 
the United States". 

(2) DAIRY PRODUCTS.-Subsection (e) Of such 
section is amended by inserting before the semi
colon the following: "and casein (except casein 
imported under sections 3501.90.20 (casein glue) 
and 3501.90.50 (other) of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule)". 

(3) RESEARCH.-Subsection (j) of such section 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon the 
fallowing: "or to reduce the costs associated 
with processing or marketing those products''. 

(4) UNITED STATES.-Subsection (l) of such 
section is amended to read as follows: 

"(l) the term 'United States' means the several 
States and the District of Columbia;". 

(5) IMPORTERS AND EXPORTERS.-Such section 
is further amended-

( A) in subsection (k), by striking "and" at the 
end of such subsection; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

"(m) the term 'importer' means the first per
son to take title to dairy products imported into 
the United States for domestic consumption; and 

"(n) the term 'exporter ' means any person 
who exports dairy products from the United 
States.". 

(C) MEMBERSHIP OF BOARD.-Section 113(b) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 4504(b)) is amended-

(1) in the first sentence, by striking "thirty-six 
members" and inserting "38 members, including 
one representative of importers and one rep
resentative of exporters to be appointed by the 
Secretary": 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking "Mem
bers" and inserting "The remaining members"; 
and 

(3) in the third sentence, by striking "United 
States" and inserting "United States, including 
Alaska and Hawaii". 

(d) ASSESSMENT.-Section 113(g) Of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 4504(g)) is amended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" after "(g)"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the fallowing new 

paragraph: 
"(2) The order shall provide that each im

porter of dairy products intended for consump
tion in the United States shall remit to the 
Board, in the manner prescribed by the order, 
an assessment equal to 1.2 cents per pound of 
total milk solids contained in the imported dairy 
products, or 15 cents per hundredweight of milk 
contained in the imported dairy products, 
whichever is less. If an importer can establish 
that it is participating in active, ongoing quali
fied State or regional dairy product promotion 
or nutrition programs intended to increase the 
consumption of milk and dairy products, the im
porter shall receive credit in determining the as
sessment due from that importer for contribu
tions to such programs of up to .8 cents per 
pound of total milk solids contained in the im
ported dairy products, or 10 cents per hundred
weight of milk contained in the imported dairy 
products, whichever is less. The assessment col
lected under this paragraph shall be used for 
the purpose specified in paragraph (1). ". 

(e) RECORDS.-Section 113(k) of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 4504(k)) is amended in the first sentence 
by inserting after "commercial use," the follow
ing: "each importer of dairy products,". 

(f) TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION OF ORDER.
Section 116(b) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 4507(b)) is 
amended-

(1) by inserting "and importers" after "pro
ducers" each place it appears; 

(2) by striking "who, during a representative 
period (as determined by the Secretary), have 
been engaged in the production of milk for com
mercial use"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
sentences: " A producer shall be eligible to vote 
in the referendum if the producer, during a rep
resentative period (as determined by the Sec
retary), has been engaged in the production of 
milk for commercial use. An importer shall be el
igible to vote in the referendum if the importer, 
during a representative period (as determined by 
the Secretary), has been engaged in the importa
tion of dairy products into the United States in
tended for consumption in the United States.". 

(g) PROMOTION IN INTERNATIONAL MARKETS.
Section 113(e) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 4504(e)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new sentence: "For each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000, the Board's budget shall provide 
for the expenditure of not less than 10 percent 
of the anticipated revenues available to the 
Board to develop international markets for, and 
to promote within such markets, the consump
tion of dairy products produced in the United 
States from milk produced in the United 
States.". 
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(h) IMPLEMENTATION OF AMENDMENTS.-
(1) IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS.-To implement 

the amendments made by this section, the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall issue an amended 
dairy products promotion and research order 
under section 112 of the Dairy Production Sta
bilization Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 4503) reflecting 
such amendments, and no other changes, in the 
order in existence on the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(2) PROPOSAL OF AMENDED ORDER.-Not later 
than 60 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall publish a proposed 
dairy products promotion and research order re
flecting the amendments made by this section. 
The Secretary shall provide notice and an op
portunity for public comment on the proposed 
order. 

(3) ISSUANCE OF AMENDED ORDER.-After no
tice and opportunity for public comment are 
provided in accordance with paragraph (2), the 
Secretary shall issue a final dairy products pro
motion and research order, taking into consider
ation the comments received and including in 
the order such provisions as are necessary to en
sure that the order is in conformity with the 
amendments made by this section. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The final dairy prod
ucts promotion and research order shall be 
issued and become effective not later than 120 
days after publication of the proposed order. 

(i) REFERENDUM ON AMENDMENTS.-Not later 
than 36 months after the issuance of the dairy 
products promotion and research order reflect
ing the amendments made by this section, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall conduct a ref eren
dum under section 115 of the Dairy Production 
Stabilization Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 4506) for the 
sole purpose of determining whether the require
ments of such amendments shall be continued. 
The Secretary shall conduct the referendum 
among persons who have been producers or im
porters (as defined in section 111 of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 4502)) during a representative period as 
determined by the Secretary. The requirements 
of such amendments shall be continued only if 
the Secretary determines that such requirements 
have been approved by not less than a majority 
of the persons voting in the referendum. If con
tinuation of the amendments is not approved, 
the Secretary shall issue a new order, within six 
months after the announcement of the results of 
the referendum, that is identical to the order in 
ef feet on the date of the enactment of this Act. 
The new order shall become effective upon 
issuance and shall not be subject to referendum 
for approval. 
SEC. 205. FLUID MILK STANDARDS UNDER MILK 

MARKETING ORDERS. 
(a) NATURE OF STANDARDS.-Each marketing 

order issued with respect to milk and its prod
ucts under section Be of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bc), reenacted with amend
ments by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, shall contain terms and conditions 
to provide that all dispositions of fluid milk 
products containing milk of the highest use clas
sification covered by such orders shall comply 
with the fallowing requirements: 

(1) In the case of milk marketed as whole milk, 
not less than 12.05 percent total milk solids con
sisting of not less than 8.8 percent milk solids 
not fat and not less than 3.25 percent milk fat. 

(2) In the case of milk marketed as 2 percent 
(or lowfat) milk, not less than 12 percent total 
milk solids consisting of not less than 10 percent 
milk solids not fat and not less than 2 percent 
milk fat. 

(3) In the case of milk marketed as 1 percent 
(or light) milk, not less than 12 percent total 
milk solids consisting of not less than 11 percent 
milk solids not fat and not less than 1 percent 
milk fat. 

(4) In the case of milk marketed as skim (or 
nonfat) milk, not less than 9 percent total milk 

solids consisting of not less than 9 percent milk 
solids not fat and not more than .25 percent 
milk fat. 

(b) VJOLATIONS.-A violation of the require
ments specified in subsection (a) shall be subject 
to the penalties provided in section 8c(14) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bc(14)), 
reenacted with amendments by the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The requirements im
posed by this section shall apply to fluid milk 
marketed on and after the first day of the first 
month beginning not less than 30 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 206. MANUFACTURING ALLOWANCE. 

(a) MAXIMUM ALLOWANCES ESTABLISHED.-No 
State shall provide for a manufacturing allow
ance for the processing of milk in excess of-

(1) in the case of milk manufactured into but
ter, butter oil, nonfat dry milk, or whole dry 
milk-

( A) $1.65 per hundredweight of milk, for milk 
marketed during the 2-year period beginning on 
the effective date of this section; and 

(B) such allowance per hundredweight of milk 
as the Secretary of Agriculture may establish 
under section 221(b)(3), for milk marketed after 
the end of such period; and 

(2) in the case of milk manufactured into 
cheese and whey-

( A) $1.80 per hundredweight of milk, for milk 
marketed during the 2-year period beginning on 
the effective date of this section; and 

(B) such allowance per hundredweight of milk 
as the Secretary may establish under section 
221(b)(3), for milk marketed after the end of 
such period. 

(b) YIELDS.-In converting the weight of milk 
to dairy products during the two-year period be
ginning on the effective date of this section. the 
Secretary shall use the following yields with re
spect to a hundred pounds of milk: 

(1) Butter: 4.2 pounds. 
(2) Nonfat dry milk: B.613 pounds. 
(3) 40 pound block cheddar cheese: 10.169 

pounds. 
(4) Whey cream butter: .27 pounds. 
(c) SOURCES OF PRODUCT PRICE v ALUES.-In 

determining the manufacturing allowance appli
cable in a State during the 2-year period begin
ning on the effective date of this section, the 
Secretary shall use the fallowing sources for 
product price values: 

(1) For butter, Chicago Mercantile Exchange 
Grade AA butter. 

(2) For nonfat dry milk, California Manufac
turing Plants Extra Grade and Grade A nonfat 
dry milk. 

(3) For cheese, National (Green Bay) Cheese 
Exchange 40 pound block cheddar cheese. 

(4) For whey cream butter, Chicago Mer
cantile Exchange Grade B butter. 

(d) MANUFACTURING ALLOWANCE DEFINED.
In this section, the term "manufacturing allow
ance" means-

(1) the amount by which the product price 
value of butter and nonfat dry milk manufac
tured from a hundred pounds of milk containing 
3.5 pounds of milk fat and B.7 pounds of milk 
solids not fat exceeds the class price for the milk 
used to produce those products; or 

(2) an amount by which the product price 
value of cheese and whey manufactured from a 
hundred pounds of milk containing 3.6 pounds 
of milk fat and B.7 pounds of milk solids not fat 
exceeds the class price for the milk used to 
produce those products. 

(e) EFFECT OF VIOLATION.-If the Secretary 
determines that a State has in effect a manufac
turing allowance that exceeds the manufactur
ing allowance authorized in subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall suspend, until such time as the 
State complies with such subsection-

(]) purchases under section 201 of cheddar 
cheese produced in that State; and 

(2) disbursements from the Class IV equali
zation pool under section 208 to milk marketing 
orders operating in that State with respect to 
milk produced in that State. 

(f) CONFORMING SUSPENSION AND REPEAL.-
(1) SUSPENSION AND REPEAL.-During the 2-

year period beginning on the effective date of 
this section, the requirements of section 102 of 
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 1446e-1) shall not apply. 
Effective on the first day after the end of such 
period, such section is repealed. 

(2) EXCEPTJON.-Notwithstanding paragraph 
(1), in the event that an injunction or other 
order of a court prohibits or impairs the imple
mentation of this section or the activities of the 
Secretary under this section, the Secretary shall 
use the authorities provided by section 102 of 
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 1446e-1) until such time as 
the injunction or other court order is lifted. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE; IMPLEMENTATION.-This 
section shall take effect on the first day of the 
first month beginning not less than 30 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. After such 
effective date, the Secretary may exercise the 
authority provided to the Secretary under this 
section without regard to the issuance of regula
tions intended to carry out this section. 
SEC. 207. ESTABUSHMENT OF TEMPORARY CLASS 

I PRICE AND TEMPORARY CLASS I 
EQUALIZATION POOLS. 

(a) TEMPORARY PRICING FOR MILK OF THE 
HIGHEST USE CLASSIFICATION (CLASS I MILK).-

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF MINIMUM PRICE.-Dur
ing the 2-year period beginning on the effective 
date of this section, the minimum price for milk 
of the highest use classification marketed under 
a marketing order issued under section Be of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bc), re
enacted with amendments by the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, shall not be 
less than the sum of-

( A) $12.B7 per hundredweight; and 
(B) the aggregate adjustment in effect under 

clauses (1) and (2) of the second sentence of 
paragraph (5)(A) of such section on December 
31, 1995, for milk of the highest use classification 
in that order. 

(2) ADDITION TO MINIMUM PRICE.-If the basic 
formula price for milk exceeds $12.87 per hun
dredweight in any month during the 2-year pe
riod beginning on the effective date of this sec
tion, the positive difference between the basic 
formula price and $12.87 shall be added to the 
price for milk of the highest use classification 
marketed under a marketing order issued under 
such section Be in the second month fallowing 
the month in which the difference occurred. 

(3) EFFECT ON OTHER USE CLASSIFICATIONS.
This subsection shall not affect the calculation 
of the basic formula price used to determine the 
price for milk of use classifications other than 
the highest use classification. 

(b) CLASS I EQUALIZATION POOLS.-
(1) COLLECTIONS.-During the 2-year period 

beginning on the effective date of this section, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall collect, on a 
monthly basis, from each marketing order issued 
with respect to milk and its products under sec
tion Be of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 
U.S.C. 608c), reenacted with amendments by the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, 
and from the comparable milk marketing order 
issued by the State of California, an amount 
equal to the product of-

( A) $0.80 per hundredweight; and 
(B) the total hundredweights of all milk of the 

highest use classification marketed under the 
order for the month. 

(2) DISBURSEMENTS.-The Secretary shall pay, 
on a monthly basis, to each marketing order re
ferred to in paragraph (1) an amount equal to 
the product of-
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(A) the total collection under paragraph (1) 

for the month; and 
(B) the ratio of the total hundredweights of 

all milk marketed for the month under that 
order to all milk marketed for the month under 
all such orders. 

(3) EFFECT ON BLEND PRICES.-Producer blend 
prices under a milk marketing order shall be ad
justed to account for collections made under 
paragraph (1) and disbursements made under 
paragraph (2). 

(C) ENFORCEMENT.-
(1) JN GENERAL.-Amounts for which a milk 

marketing order are responsible under sub
section (b) shall be determined on a monthly 
basis and shall be collected and remitted to the 
Secretary in the manner prescribed by the Sec
retary. 

(2) PENALTIES.-!! any person fails to remit 
the amount required in subsection (b) or fails to 
comply with such requirements for record
keeping or otherwise as are required by the Sec
retary to carry out this section, the person shall 
be liable to the Secretary for a civil penalty up 
to an amount determined by multiplying-

(A) the quantity of milk involved in the viola
tion; by 

(B) the support rate for milk in effect at the 
time of the violation under section 201. 

(3) ENFORCEMENT.-The Secretary may en
! orce this section in the courts of the United 
States. 

(d) CONFORMING REPEAL.-Section Bc(5)(A) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 
60Bc(5)(A)), reenacted with amendments by the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, 
is amended by striking out the sentence begin
ning "Throughout the 2-year period" and all 
that follows through the end of the subpara
graph. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Except as provided in 
subsection (f), this section shall take effect on 
the first day of the first month beginning not 
less than 30 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(f) !MPLEMENTATION.-Not later than the ef
fective date of this section , the Secretary shall 
amend Federal milk marketing orders issued 
under section Be of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bc), reenacted with amendments 
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, to effectuate the requirements of this sec
tion. The amendments shall not be-

(1) subject to a referendum under subsection 
(17) or (19) of such section among milk produc
ers to determine whether issuance of such order 
is approved or favored by milk producers; 

(2) preconditioned on the existence of a mar
keting agreement among handlers under sub
section (B) of such section and section Bb of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 608b); 

(3) subject to rulemaking under title 5, United 
States Code; or 

(4) subject to review or approval by other ex
ecutive agencies. 
SEC. 208. ESTABUSHMENT OF TEMPORARY CLASS 

IV PRICE AND TEMPORARY CLASS IV 
EQUALIZATION POOL. 

(a) TEMPORARY CLASSIFICATION OF CLASS IV 
MILK.-

(1) CLASSIFICATION.-For purposes of 
classifying milk in accordance with the form in 
which or the purpose for which it is used, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall designate all milk 
marketed in the 4B contiguous States of the 
United States and used to produce butter, butter 
oil, nonfat dry milk, or dry whole milk as Class 
IV milk. The Secretary may include other prod
ucts of milk, except cheese, within the Class IV 
classification if the Secretary determines that 
inclusion of the product would be fair and equi
table. 

(2) USE OF CLASSIFICATION.-Each marketing 
order issued with respect to milk and its prod-

ucts under section Be of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c) , reenacted with amend
ments by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, and each comparable State milk 
marketing order, shall use the classification re
quired by paragraph (1) in lieu of any other 
classification, such as Class III-A milk, to prop
erly classify milk used to produce butter, butter 
oil , nonfat dry milk, or dry whole milk. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF CLASS IV POOL.-The 
Secretary shall establish a Class IV pool for the 
purpose of making collections and disbursements 
related to milk classified as Class IV milk under 
subsection (a). The Class IV pool shall apply to 
milk covered by a milk marketing order referred 
to in subsection (a) and unregulated milk. 

(C) ESTABLISHMENT OF MONTHLY CLASS JV 
PRICE.-For the purpose of determining whether 
the Secretary will make collections and dis
bursements under the Class IV equalization 
pool, the Secretary shall establish, on a monthly 
basis, a price for dairy products manufactured 
from Class IV milk on a 3.5 percent butter/ at 
basis. In determining that price, the Secretary 
shall calculate the amount equal to-

(1) the sum of-
( A) the product of the Western States Extra 

Grade and Grade A price per pound for nonfat 
dry milk and B.613; and 

(B) the product of the Chicago Mercantile Ex
change Grade AA price per pound for butter 
and 4.2; less 

(2) a manufacturing allowance equal to $1.65 
per hundredweight of milk. 

(d) OPERATION OF CLASS JV EQUALIZATION 
POOL.-

(1) APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION.-This sub
section shall apply in any month in which the 
support price for milk under section 201, ad
justed to 3.5 percent butterfat, exceeds the Class 
IV price established under subsection (c). 

(2) COLLECTION.-ln any month in which the 
Class IV equalization pool is in operation under 
paragraph (1), each milk marketing order re
ferred to in subsection (a) and each handler of 
unregulated milk shall pay into the Class IV 
equalization pool an amount equal to the prod
uct of-

( A) the total hundredweights of Class IV milk 
used to manufacture dairy products during that 
month under all such orders and by all such 
handlers; 

(B) 50 percent of the amount by which the 
support price for milk under section 201 , ad
justed to 3.5 percent butterfat, exceeded the 
Class IV price determined under subsection (c) 
for that month; and 

(C) the ratio of the total hundredweights of 
all milk marketed during that month under that 
order or by that handler to the total 
hundredweights of all milk marketed for that 
month under all such orders and by all such 
handlers. 

(3) DISBURSEMENTS.-ln any month in which 
the Class IV equalization pool is in operation 
under paragraph (1), each milk marketing order 
referred to in subsection (a) in which products 
were manufactured from Class IV milk during 
that month and each handler of unregulated 
milk that manufactured products from Class IV 
milk during that month shall receive from the 
Class IV equalization pool an amount equal to 
the product of-

( A) the total collection under paragraph (2) 
for the month; and 

(B) the ratio of the total hundredweights of 
Class IV milk manufactured into dairy products 
during that month under that order or by that 
handler to the total hundredweights of Class IV 
milk manufactured into dairy products during 
that month under all such orders and by all 
such handlers. 

(4) EFFECT ON BLEND PRICES.-Producer blend 
prices under a milk marketing order referred to 

in subsection (a) shall be adjusted to account 
for collections under paragraph (2) and dis
bursements under paragraph (3). 

(e) ENFORCEMENT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Amounts for which a milk 

marketing order or handler are responsible 
under subsection (b) shall be determined on a 
monthly basis and shall be collected and remit
ted to the Secretary in the manner prescribed by 
the Secretary. 

(2) PENALTIES.-!/ any person fails to remit 
the amount required in subsection (c) or fails to 
comply with such requirements for record
keeping or otherwise as are required by the Sec
retary to carry out this section, the person shall 
be liable to the Secretary for a civil penalty up 
to an amount determined by multiplying-

( A) the quantity of milk involved in the viola
tion; by 

(B) the support rate for milk in effect at the 
time of the violation under section 201. 

(3) ENFORCEMENT.-The Secretary may en
force this section in the courts of the United 
States. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Except as provided in 
subsection (g), this section shall-

(1) take effect on the first day of the first 
month beginning not less than 30 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act; and 

(2) apply during the 2-year period beginning 
on such effective date. 

(g) lMPLEMENTATION.-Not later than the 
start of the effective date of this section , the 
Secretary shall amend Federal milk marketing 
orders issued under section 8c of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bc) , reenacted 
with amendments by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, to effectuate the require-

. ments of this section. The amendments shall not 
be-

(1) subject to referendum under subsection (17) 
or (19) of such section among milk producers to 
determine whether issuance of such order is ap
proved or favored by milk producers: 

(2) preconditioned on the existence of a mar
keting agreement among handlers under sub
section (B) of such section and section 8b of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bb) ; 

(3) subject to rulemaking under title 5, United 
States Code; or 

( 4) subject to review or approval by other ex
ecutive agencies. 
SEC. 209. AUTHORITY FOR ESTABUSHMENT OF 

STANDBY POOLS. 
(a) AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH.-As soon as 

possible after the effective date of this section , 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall publish in the 
Federal Register an invitation for interested per
sons to submit proposals for the establishment 
within Federal milk marketing orders issued 
under section Be of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bc), reenacted with amendments 
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, of standby pools to facilitate the movement 
of milk over long distances during periods of 
shortage through the sharing of proceeds from 
sales of milk of the highest use classification 
due to producers under the order with producers 
shipping to plants regulated by another order to 
provide a reserve supply of milk in the other 
market. 

(b) APPROVAL OR TERMINATION OF PARTICIPA
TION IN STANDBY POOL.-Order provisions under 
this section shall not become effective in any 
marketing order unless such provisions are ap
proved by producers in the manner provided for 
the approval of marketing orders under section 
Be of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 
60Bc), reenacted with amendments by the Agri
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, but 
separately from other order provisions. Standby 
pool provisions approved under this section in 
an order may be disapproved separately by pro
ducers or terminated separately by the Secretary 
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under section Bc(16)(B) of such Act. Such dis
approval or termination shall not be considered 
to be a disapproval or termination of the other 
terms of that order. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This section shall take 
effect on the first day of the first month begin
ning not less than 30 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
Subtitle B-Reform of Federal Milk Marketing 

Orders 
SEC. 221. ISSUANCE OR AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL 

MILK MARKETING ORDERS TO IM
PLEMENT CERTAIN REFORMS. 

(a) ISSUANCE OF AMENDED ORDERS.-Subject 
to the time limits specified in section 222, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall issue new or 
amended marketing orders with respect to milk 
and its products under section Be of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bc), reenacted 
with amendments by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, to effectuate the require
ments of subsection (b). The orders shall take ef
fect on the date the orders are issued and shall 
supersede all other marketing orders and any 
other statutes, rules, and regulations that are 
applicable to the pricing and marketing of milk 
and its products in effect immediately before 
that date, whether under the authority of sec
tion Be of such Act or a State or local law. 

(b) REFORM REQUIREMENTS.-The Secretary 
shall reform the Federal milk marketing order 
system under subsection (a) to accomplish the 
following purposes: 

(1) Consolidation of Federal milk marketing 
orders into not less than B nor more than 13 or
ders, which shall also include those areas of the 
4B contiguous States not covered by a Federal 
milk marketing order on the date of the enact
ment of this Act. One of the new Federal milk 
marketing orders shall only cover the State of 
California. A new or amended order shall have 
the right to blend order receipts to address 
unique issues to that order such as a preexisting 
State quota system. 

(2) Implementation of uniform multiple compo
nent pricing for milk used in manufactured 
dairy products. 

(3) Establishment of class prices for milk used 
to produce cheese, nonfat dry milk, and butter 
based on national product prices, less a manu
facturing allowance. The resulting prices shall 
not vary regionally, except to reflect variances 
in transportation and reasonable operating 
costs, if any, of efficient processing plants in 
different geographical areas. 

(C) STATUS OF PRODUCER HANDLERS.-ln 
amending Federal milk marketing orders under 
this section, the Secretary shall ensure that the 
legal status of producer handlers of milk under 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.), reenacted with amendments by the Agri
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, shall 
be the same after the amendments made by this 
section take effect as it was before the effective 
date of the amendments. 
SEC. 222. REFORM PROCESS. 

(a) PROCESS.-ln preparation for the issuance 
of the new or amended Federal milk marketing 
orders required under section 221, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall comply with the fallowing 
expedited procedural requirements: 

(1) Not later than 165 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
issue proposed amendments or new milk market
ing orders to effectuate the reform requirements 
specified in such section. 

(2) The Secretary shall provide for a 75-day 
comment period on the proposed amendments or 
orders issued under paragraph (1). 

(3) Not later than 120 days after the end of the 
comment period provided under paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg
ister a final administrative decision regarding 
the issuance or amendment of Federal milk mar-

keting orders to effectuate the reform require
ments specified in such section. 

(b) REFERENDUM AND MARKETING AGREE
MENT.-After the issuance of the new or amend
ed Federal milk marketing orders under section 
221, the Secretary may conduct a referendum in 
the manner provided in section Bc(16)(B) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 
60Bc(16)(B)), reenacted with amendments by the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, 
with respect to each order to determine whether 
milk producers subject to the order favor the ter
mination of the order. 

(c) APPLICATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCE
DURES ACT.-The issuance of the new or amend
ed Federal milk marketing orders required under 
section 221 shall not be subject to rulemaking 
under title 5, United States Code. 

(d) REVIEW AND APPROVAL.-The action of the 
Secretary under section 221 shall not be subject 
to review or approval by any other executive 
agency. 
SEC. 223. EFFECT OF FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH 

REFORM PROCESS REQUIREMENTS. 
(a) FAILURE TO TIMELY ISSUE OR AMEND OR

DERS.-lf, before the end of the 1-year period be
ginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Agriculture does not issue 
new or amended Federal milk marketing orders 
under section Be of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bc), reenacted with amendments 
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, to effectuate the requirements of section 
22l(b), then the Secretary may not assess or col
lect assessments from milk producers or handlers 
under such section Be for marketing order ad
ministration and services provided under such 
section after the end of that period. The Sec
retary may not reduce the level of services pro
vided under such section on account of the pro
hibition against assessments, but shall rather 
cover the cost of marketing order administration 
and services through funds available for the Ag
ricultural Marketing Service of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

(b) FAILURE TO TIMELY IMPLEMENT OR
DERS.-Unless the Secretary certifies to Congress 
before the end of the 2-year period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act that all of 
the Federal marketing order reforms required by 
section 221(b) have been fully implemented, 
then, effective at the end of that period-

(1) the Secretary shall immediately cease all 
price support activities under section 201; 

(2) the Secretary shall immediately terminate 
all Federal milk marketing orders under section 
Be of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 
60Bc), reenacted with amendments by the Agri
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, and 
may not issue any further order under such Act 
with respect to milk; 

(3) the Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
immediately cease to operate the dairy export 
incentive program under section 153 of the Food 
Security Act of 19B5 (15 U.S.C. 713a-14); 

(4) the Secretary and the National Processor 
Advertising and Promotion Board shall imme
diately cease all activities under the Fluid Milk 
Promotion Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6401 et seq.); 
and 

(5) the Secretary and the National Dairy Pro
motion and Research Board shall immediately 
cease all activities under the Dairy Production 
Stabilization Act of 19B3 (7 U.S.C. 4501 et seq.). 

(c) EFFECT OF COURT ORDER.-The actions 
authorized by this section are intended to en
sure the timely publication and implementation 
of new and amended Federal milk marketing or
ders under section Be of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 60Bc), reenacted with amend
ments by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937. In the event that the Secretary is 
enjoined or otherwise restrained by a court 
order from publishing or implementing the re-

form requirements specified by section 221, the 
length of time for which that injunction or other 
restraining order is effective shall be added to 
the time limitations specified in subsections (a) 
and (b) thereby extending those time limitations 
by a period of time equal to the period of time 
for which the injunction or other restraining 
order is effective. 

TITLE Ill-CONSERVATION 
SEC. 301. CONSERVATION. 

(a) FUNDING.-Subtitle E Of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 19B5 (16 U.S.C. 3B41 et seq.) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"Subtitle E-Funding 
"SEC. 1241. FUNDING. 

"(a) MANDATORY EXPENSES.-For each of fis
cal years 1996 through 2002, the Secretary shall 
use the funds of the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion to carry out the programs authorized by-

"(1) subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D 
(including contracts extended by the Secretary 
pursuant to section 1437 of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101-624; 16 U.S.C. 3B31 note)); 

"(2) subchapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D: 
and 

"(3) chapter 4 of subtitle D. 
"(b) LIVESTOCK ENVIRONMENTAL AsSISTANCE 

PROGRAM.-For each of fiscal years 1996 
through 2002, $100,000,000 of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall be avail
able for providing technical assistance, cost
sharing payments, and incentive payments for 
practices relating to livestock production under 
the livestock environmental assistance program 
under chapter 4 of subtitle D. ". 

(b) LIVESTOCK ENVIRONMENTAL AssISTANCE 
PROGRAM.-Subtitle D of title XII of the Food 
Security Act of 19B5 (16 U.S.C. 3830 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the fallowing: 

"CHAPTER 4-LIVESTOCK 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

"SEC. 1240. DEFINITIONS. 
"In this chapter: 
"(1) LAND MANAGEMENT PRACTICE.-The term 

'land management practice' means a site-spe
cific nutrient or manure management, irrigation 
management, tillage or residue management, 
grazing management, or other land management 
practice that the Secretary determines is needed 
to protect, in the most cost effective manner, 
water, soil, or related resources from degrada
tion due to livestock production. 

"(2) LARGE CONFINED LIVESTOCK OPERATION.
The term 'large confined livestock operation' 
means an operation that-

"( A) is a confined animal feeding operation; 
and 

"(B) has more than-
"(i) 55 mature dairy cattle; 
"(ii) 10,000 beef cattle; 
"(iii) 30,000 laying hens or broilers (if the fa

cility has continuous overflow watering); 
"(iv) 100,000 laying hens or broilers (if the fa-

cility has a liquid manure system); 
"(v) 55,000 turkeys; 
"(vi) 15,000 swine; or 
"(vii) 10,000 sheep or lambs. 
"(3) LIVESTOCK.-The term 'livestock' means 

dairy cows, beef cattle, laying hens, broilers, 
turkeys, swine, sheep, lambs, and such other 
animals as determined by the Secretary. 

"(4) OPERATOR.-The term 'operator' means a 
person who is engaged in livestock production 
(as defined by the Secretary). 

"(5) STRUCTURAL PRACTICE.-The term 'struc
tural practice' means the establishment of an 
animal waste management facility, terrace, 
grassed waterway, contour grass strip, 
filterstrip, or other structural practice that the 
Secretary determines is needed to protect, in the 
most cost effective manner, water, soil, or relat
ed resources from degradation due to livestock 
production. 
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"SEC. 1240A. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRA

TION OF LIVESTOCK ENVIRON
MENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-
"(1) JN GENERAL.-During the 1996 through 

2002 fiscal years, the Secretary shall provide 
technical assistance, cost-sharing payments, 
and incentive payments to operators who enter 
into contracts with the Secretary. through a 
livestock environmental assistance program. 

"(2) ELIGIBLE PRACTICES.-
" ( A) STRUCTURAL PRACTICES.-An operator 

who implements a structural practice shall be el
igible for technical assistance or cost-sharing 
payments, or both. 

"(B) LAND MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.-An oper
ator who performs a land management practice 
shall be eligible for technical assistance or in
centive payments, or both. 

"(3) ELIGIBLE LAND.-Assistance under this 
chapter may be provided with respect to land 
that is used for livestock production and on 
which a serious threat to water, soil, or related 
resources exists, as determined by the Secretary, 
by reason of the soil types, terrain, climatic, 
soil, topographic, flood, or saline characteris
tics, or other factors or natural hazards. 

"(4) SELECTION CRITERIA.-ln providing tech
nical assistance, cost-sharing payments, and in
centive payments to operators in a region, wa
tershed, or conservation priority area in which 
an agricultural operation is located, the Sec
retary shall consider-

"( A) the significance of the water, soil, and 
related natural resource problems; and 

"(B) the maximization of environmental bene
fits per dollar expended. 

"(b) APPLICATION AND TERM.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-A contract between an op

erator and the Secretary under this chapter 
may-

"( A) apply to 1 or more structural practices or 
1 or more land management practices, or both; 
and 

"(B) have a term of not less than 5, nor more 
than 10, years, as determined appropriate by the 
Secretary, depending on the practice or prac
tices that are the basis of the contract. 

"(2) DUTIES OF OPERATORS AND SECRETARY.
To receive cost-sharing or incentive payments, 
or technical assistance, participating operators 
shall comply with all terms and conditions of 
the contract and a plan, as established by the 
Secretary. 

"(c) STRUCTURAL PRACTICES.-
"(1) COMPETITIVE OFFER.-The Secretary 

shall administer a competitive offer system for 
operators proposing to receive cost-sharing pay
ments in exchange for the implementation of 1 
or more structural practices by the operator. 
The competitive offer system shall consist of-

"( A) the submission of a competitive off er by 
the operator in such manner as the Secretary 
may prescribe; and 

"(B) evaluation of the offer in light of the se
lection criteria established under subsection 
(a)(4) and the projected cost of the proposal, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

"(2) CONCURRENCE OF OWNER.-!/ the operator 
making an offer to implement a structural prac
tice is a tenant of the land involved in agricul
tural production, for the offer to be acceptable, 
the operator shall obtain the concurrence of the 
owner of the land with respect to the offer. 

"(d) LAND MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.-The 
Secretary shall establish an application and 
evaluation process for awarding technical as
sistance or incentive payments, or both, to an 
operator in exchange for the performance of 1 or 
more Zand management practices by the opera
tor. 

"(e) COST-SHARING, INCENTIVE PAYMENTS, AND 
TECHNICAL AsSIST ANCE.-

"(1) COST-SHARING PAYMENTS.-
"( A) IN GENERAL.-The Federal share of cost

sharing payments to an operator proposing to 

implement 1 or more structural practices shall 
not be greater than 75 percent of the projected 
cost of each practice, as determined by the Sec
retary, taking into consideration any payment 
received by the operator from a State or local 
government. 

"(B) LIMITATION.-An operator of a large con
fined livestock operation shall not be eligible for 
cost-sharing payments to construct an animal 
waste management facility. 

"(C) OTHER PAYMENTS.-An operator shall not 
be eligible for cost-sharing payments for struc
tural practices on eligible Zand under this chap
ter if the operator receives cost-sharing pay
ments or other benefits for the same land under 
chapter 1, 2, or 3. 

"(2) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.-The Secretary 
shall make incentive payments in an amount 
and at a rate determined by the Secretary to be 
necessary to encourage an operator to perform 1 
or more land management practices. 

''(3) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-
"(A) FUNDING.-The Secretary shall allocate 

funding under this chapter for the provision of 
technical assistance according to the purpose 
and projected cost for which the technical as
sistance is provided for a fiscal year. The allo
cated amount may vary according to the type of 
expertise required, quantity of time involved, 
and other factors as determined appropriate by 
the Secretary. Funding shall not exceed the pro
jected cost to the Secretary of the technical as
sistance provided for a fiscal year. 

"(B) OTHER AUTHORITIES.-The receipt Of 
technical assistance under this chapter shall not 
affect the eligibility of the operator to receive 
technical assistance under other authorities of 
law available to the Secretary. 

"(f) LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS.-
"(]) IN GENERAL.-The total amount of cost

sharing and incentive payments paid to a per
son under this chapter may not exceed-

"( A) $10,000 for any fiscal year; or 
"(B) $50,000 for any multiyear contract. 
"(2) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall issue 

regulations that are consistent with section 1001 
for the purpose of-

"( A) defining the term 'person· as used in 
paragraph (1); and 

"(B) prescribing such rules as the Secretary 
determines necessary to ensure a fair and rea
sonable application of the limitations estab
lished under this subsection. 

"(g) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 180 days 
after the effective date of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall issue regulations to implement 
the livestock environmental assistance program 
established under this chapter.". 

(c) CONFORMING PROGRAM CHANGES.
(1) WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM.-
( A) IN GENERAL.-Section 1237 of the Food Se

curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837) is amended
(i) in subsection (b)(2)-
( l) by striking "not less" and inserting "not 

more"; and 
(II) by striking "2000" and inserting "2002"; 

and 
(ii) in subsection (c), by striking "2000" and 

inserting "2002". · 
(B) LENGTH OF EASEMENT.-Section 1237A(e) 

of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3837a(e)) is amended by striking paragraph (2) 
and inserting the following: 

"(2) shall be for 15 years, but in no case shall 
be a permanent easement. ". 

(2) CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRA."41.-Sec
tion 1231(d) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
u.s.c. 3831(d)) is amended by striking "total or 
and all that follows through the period at the 
end of the subsection and inserting "total of 
36,400,000 acres.". Section 725 of the Agri
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad
ministration, and Related Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1996 (Public Law 104-37; 109 Stat. 

332), is amended by striking the proviso relating 
to enrollment of new acres in 1997. 

TITLE IV-AGRICULTURAL PROMOTION 
AND EXPORT PROGRAMS 

SEC. 401. MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM. 

Effective as of October 1, 1995, section 
211(c)(l) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 
U.S.C. 5641(c)(l)) is amended-

(]) by striking "and" after "1991 through 
1993,"; and 

(2) by striking "through 1997," and inserting 
"through 1995, and not more than $100,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 1996 through 2002, ". 
SEC. 402. EXPORT ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM. 

Effective as of October 1, 1995, section 
301(e)(l) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 
U.S.C. 5651(e)(l)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The Commodity Credit Cor
poration shall make available to carry out the 
program established under this section not more 
than-

"(A) $350,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; 
"(B) $350,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; 
"(C) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; 
"(D) $550,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; 
"(E) $579,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
"(F) $478,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; and 
"(G) $478,000,000 for fiscal year 2002. ". 

TITLE V-MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 501. CROP INSURANCE. 

(a) CATASTROPHIC RISK PROTECTION.-Section 
508(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1508(b)) is amended-

(]) in paragraph (4), by adding at the end the 
following: 

"(C) DELIVERY OF COVERAGE.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-ln full consultation with 

approved insurance providers, the Secretary 
may continue to offer catastrophic risk protec
tion in a State (or a portion of a State) through 
local offices of the Department if the Secretary 
determines that there is an insufficient number 
of approved insurance providers operating in 
the State or portion to adequately provide cata
strophic risk protection coverage to producers. 

"(ii) COVERAGE BY APPROVED INSURANCE PRO
VIDERS.-TO the extent that catastrophic risk 
protection coverage by approved insurance pro
viders is suf fieiently available in a State as de
termined by the Secretary, only approved insur
ance providers may provide the coverage in the 
State. 

"(iii) CURRENT POLICIES.-Subject to clause 
(ii), all catastrophic risk protection policies writ
ten by local offices of the Department shall be 
transferred (including all fees collected for the 
crop year in which the approved insurance pro
vider will assume the policies) to the approved 
insurance provider for performance of all sales, 
service, and loss adjustment functions."; and 

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking subparagraph 
(A) and inserting the following: 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Effective for the spring
planted 1996 and subsequent crops, to be eligible 
for any payment or loan under title I of the Ag
ricultural Market Transition Act or the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1281 et 
seq.), for the conservation reserve program, or 
for any benefit described in section 371 of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act 
(7 U.S.C. 2008f). a person shall-

"(i) obtain at least the catastrophic level of 
insurance for each crop of economic significance 
in which the person has an interest; or 

"(ii) provide a written waiver to the Secretary 
that waives any eligibility for emergency crop 
loss assistance in connection with the crop.". 

(b) COVERAGE OF SEED CROPS.-Section 
519(a)(2)(B) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 1519(a)(2)(B)) is 
amended by inserting "seed crops," after 
"turf grass sod,". 
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SEC. 502. COLLECTION AND USE OF AGRICUL

TURAL QUARANTINE AND INSPEC
TION FEES. 

Subsection (a) of section 2509 of the Food, Ag
riculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(21 U.S.C. 136a) is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) QUARANTINE AND INSPECTION FEES.-
"(J) FEES AUTHORIZED.-The Secretary of Ag

riculture may prescribe and collect fees suffi
cient-

"( A) to cover the cost of providing agricul
tural quarantine and inspection services in con
nection with the arrival at a port in the customs 
territory of the United States, or the 
preclearance or preinspection at a site outside 
the customs territory of the United States, of an 
international passenger, commercial vessel, com
mercial aircraft, commercial truck, or railroad 
car: 

"(B) to cover the cost of administering this 
subsection: and 

"(C) through fiscal year 2002, to maintain a 
reasonable balance in the Agricultural Quar
antine Inspection User Fee Account established 
under paragraph (5). 

"(2) LIMIT ATION.-ln setting the fees under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall ensure that 
the amount of the fees are commensurate with 
the costs of agricultural quarantine and inspec
tion services with respect to the class of persons 
or entities paying the fees. The costs of the serv
ices with respect to passengers as a class in
cludes the costs of related inspections of the air
craft or other vehicle. 

"(3) STATUS OF FEES.-Fees collected under 
this subsection by any person on behalf of the 
Secretary are held in trust for the United States 
and shall be remitted to the Secretary in such 
manner and at such times as the Secretary may 
prescribe. 

"(4) LATE PAYMENT PENALTIES.-lf a person 
subject to a fee under this subsection fails to 
pay the fee when due, the Secretary shall assess 
a late payment penalty, and the overdue fees 
shall accrue interest, as required by section 3717 
of title 31, United States Code. 

"(5) AGRICULTURAL QUARANTINE INSPECTION 
USER FEE ACCOUNT.-

"( A) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established in 
the Treasury of the United States a no-year 
fund, to be known as the 'Agricultural Quar
antine Inspection User Fee Account', which 
shall contain all of the fees collected under this 
subsection and late payment penalties and in
terest charges collected under paragraph (4) 
through fiscal year 2002. 

"(B) USE OF ACCOUNT.-For each Of the fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002, funds in the Agricul
tural Quarantine Inspection User Fee Account 
shall be available, in such amounts as are pro
vided in advance in appropriations Acts, to 
cover the costs associated with the provision of 
agricultural quarantine and inspection services 
and the administration of this subsection. 
Amounts made available under this subpara
graph shall be available until expended. 

"(C) EXCESS FEES.-Fees and other amounts 
collected under this subsection in any of the fis
cal years 1996 through 2002 in excess of 
$100,000,000 shall be available for the purposes 
specified in subparagraph (B) until expended, 
without further appropriation. 

"(6) USE OF AMOUNTS COLLECTED AFTER FIS
CAL YEAR 2002.-After September 30, 2002, the un
obligated balance in the Agricultural Quar
antine Inspection User Fee Account and fees 
and other amounts collected under this sub
section shall be credited to the Department of 
Agriculture accounts that incur the costs associ
ated with the provision of agricultural quar
antine and inspection services and the adminis
tration of this subsection. The fees and other 
amounts shall remain available to the Secretary 
until erpended without fiscal year limitation. 

"(7) STAFF YEARS.-The number of full-time 
equivalent positions in the Department of Agri-

culture attributable to the provision of agricul
tural quarantine and inspection services and 
the administration of this subsection shall not 
be counted toward the limitation on the total 
number of full-time equivalent positions in all 
agencies specified in section S(b) of the Federal 
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 (Public 
Law 103-226; 5 U.S.C. 3101 note) or other limita
tion on the total number of full-time equivalent 
positions.". 
SEC. 503. COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION IN

TEREST RATE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the monthly Commodity Credit Corporation in
terest rate applicable to loans provided for agri
cultural commodities by the Corporation shall be 
100 basis points greater than the rate determined 
under the applicable interest rate formula in ef
fect on October l, 1995. 
SEC. 504. ESTABUSHMENT OF OFFICE OF RISK 

MANAGEMENT. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Department of Agri
culture Reorganization Act of 1994 is amended 
by inserting after section 226 (7 U.S.C. 6932) the 
fallowing new section: 
"SEC. 226A. OFFICE OF RISK MANAGEMENT. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Subject to subsection 
(e), the Secretary shall establish and maintain 
in the Department an independent Office of 
Risk Management. 

"(b) FUNCTIONS OF THE OFFICE OF RISK MAN
AGEMENT.-The Office of Risk Management 
shall have jurisdiction over the fallowing func
tions: 

"(1) Supervision of the Federal Crop Insur
ance Corporation. 

"(2) Administration and oversight of all as
pects , including delivery through local offices of 
the Department, of all programs authorized 
under the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1501 et seq.). 

"(3) Any pilot or other programs involving 
revenue insurance, risk management savings ac
counts, or the use of the futures market to man
age risk and support farm income that may be 
established under the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act or other law. 

"(4) Such other functions as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(C) ADMINISTRATOR.-
"(]) The Office of Risk Management shall be 

headed by an Administrator who shall be ap
pointed by the Secretary. 

"(2) The Administrator of the Office of Risk 
Management shall also serve as Manager of the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation. 

"(d) RESOURCES.-
"(1) FUNCTIONAL COORDINATION.-Certain 

functions of the Office of Risk Management, 
such as human resources, public affairs, and 
legislative affairs, may be provided by a consoli
dation of such functions under the Under Sec
retary of Agriculture for Farm and Foreign Ag
ricultural Services. 

"(2) MINIMUM PROVISIONS.-Notwithstanding 
paragraph (1) or any other provision of law or 
order of the Secretary, the Secretary shall pro
vide the Office of Risk Management with 
human and capital resources sufficient for the 
Office to carry out its functions in a timely and 
efficient manner.". 

(b) FISCAL YEAR 1996 FUNDING.-Not less than 
$88,500,000 of the appropriation provided for the 
salaries and expenses of the Consolidated Farm 
Services Agency in the Agricultural, Rural De
velopment, Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1996 shall 
be available for the salaries and erpenses of the 
Office of Risk Management established under 
subsection (a). 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 226(b) 
of the Act (7 U.S.C. 6932(b)) is amended by strik
ing paragraph (2). 

SEC. 505. BUSINESS INTERRUPTION INSURANCE 
PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.-Not later 
than December 31, 1996, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall implement a program (to be known 
as the "Business Interruption Insurance Pro
gram"), under which the producer of a contract 
commodity could elect to obtain revenue insur
ance coverage to ensure that the producer re
ceives an indemnity payment if the producer 
suffers a loss of revenue. The nature and extent 
of the program and the manner of determining 
the amount of an indemnity payment shall be 
established by the Secretary. 

(b) REPORT ON PROGRESS AND PROPOSED EX
PANSION.-Not later than January 1, 1998, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Commission on 21st 
Century Production Agriculture the data and 
results of the program through October 1, 1997. 
In addition, the Secretary shall submit informa
tion and recommendations to the Commission 
with respect to the program that will serve as 
the basis for the Secretary to offer revenue in
surance to agricultural producers, at one or 
more levels of coverage, that-

(1) is in addition to, or in lieu of, catastrophic 
and higher levels of crop insurance: 

(2) is offered through reinsurance arrange
ments with private insurance companies; 

(3) is actuarially sound; and 
(4) requires the payment of premiums and ad

ministrative fees by participating producers. 
(c) CONTRACT COMMODITY DEFINED.-ln this 

section, the term "contract commodity" means a 
crop of wheat, corn, grain sorghum, oats, bar
ley, upland cotton, or rice. 
SEC. 506. CONTINUATION OF OPTIONS PILOT 

PROGRAM. 
During the 1996 through 2002 crop years, the 

Secretary of Agriculture may continue to con
duct the options pilot program authorized by the 
Options Pilot Program Act of 1990 (subtitle E of 
title XI of Public Law 101~24; 104 Stat. 3518; 7 
U.S.C. 1421 note). To the extent that the Sec
retary decides to continue the options pilot pro
gram, the Secretary shall modify the terms and 
conditions of the pilot program to reflect the 
changes to law made by this Act. 
TITLE VI-COMMISSION ON 21ST CENTURY 

PRODUCTION AGRICULTURE 
SEC. 601. ESTABUSHMENT. 

There is hereby established a commission to be 
known as the "Commission on 21st Century Pro
duction Agriculture" (in this title referred to as 
the "Commission"). 
SEC. 602. COMPOSITION. 

(a) MEMBERSHIP AND APPOINTMENT.-The 
Commission shall be composed of 11 members, 
appointed as fallows: 

(1) Three members shall be appointed by the 
President. 

(2) Four members shall be appointed by the 
Chairman of the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives in consultation 
with the ranking minority member of the Com
mittee. 

(3) Four members shall be appointed by the 
Chairman of the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry of the Senate in consulta
tion with the ranking minority member of the 
Committee. 

(b) QUALIFICATIONS.-At least one of the mem
bers appointed under each of the paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (3) of subsection (a) shall be an in
dividual who is primarily involved in production 
agriculture. All other members of the Commis
sion shall be appointed from among individuals 
having knowledge and experience in agricul
tural production, marketing, finance, or trade. 

(c) TERM OF MEMBERS; VACANCIES.-Members 
of the Commission shall be appointed for the life 
of the Commission. A vacancy on the Commis
sion shall not affect its powers, but shall be 
filled in the same manner as the original ap
pointment was made. 
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(d) TIME FOR APPOINTMENT; FIRST MEETING.

The members of the Commission shall be ap
pointed not later than October 1, 1997. The Com
mission shall convene its first meeting to carry 
out its duties under this Act 30 days after six 
members of the Commission have been ap
pointed. 

(e) CHAIRMAN.-The chairman of the Commis
sion shall be designated jointly by the Chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
of the Senate from among the members of the 
Commission. 
SEC. 603. COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW OF PAST AND 

FUTURE OF PRODUCTION AGRI· 
CULTURE. 

(a) I NITIAL REVIEW.-The Commission shall 
conduct a comprehensive review of changes in 
the condition of production agriculture in the 
United States since the date of the enactment of 
this Act and the extent to which such changes 
are the result of the amendments made by this 
Act. The review shall include the following: 

(1) An assessment of the initial success of pro
duction flexibility contracts under section 103 in 
supporting the economic viability of farming in 
the United States. 

(2) An assessment of the food security situa
tion in the United States in the areas of trade, 
consumer prices, international competitiveness 
of United States production ag, ic-c1, lture, food 
supplies, and humanitarian relief. 

(3) An assessment of the changes in farmland 
values and agricultural producer incomes since 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(4) An assessment of the extent to which regu
latory relief for agricultural producers has been 
enacted and implemented, including the appli
cation of cost/benefit principles in the issuance 
of agricultural regulations. 

(5) An assessment of the extent to which tax 
relief for agricultural producers has been en
acted in the form of capital gains tax reduc
tions, estate tax exemptions, and mechanisms to 
average tax loads over high and low income 
years. 

(6) An assessment of the effect of any Govern
ment interference in agricultural export mar
kets, such as the imposition of trade embargoes, 
and the degree of implementation and success of 
international trade agreements. 

(7) An assessment of the likely affect of the 
sale, lease, or transfer of farm poundage quota 
for peanuts across State lines. 

(b) SUBSEQUENT REVIEW.-The Commission 
shall conduct a comprehensive review of the fu
ture of production agriculture in the United 
States and the appropriate role of the Federal 
Government in support of production agri
culture. The review shall include the following: 

(1) An assessment of changes in the condition 
of production agriculture in the United States 
since the initial review conducted under sub
section (a) . 

(2) Identification of the appropriate future re
lationship of the Federal Government with pro
duction agriculture after 2002. 

(3) An assessment of the personnel and infra
structure requirements of the Department of Ag
riculture necessary to support the future rela
tionship of the Federal Government with pro
duction agriculture. 

(c) RECOMMENDAT!ONS.-ln carrying out the 
subsequent review under subsection (b), the 
Commission shall develop specific recommenda
tions for legislation to achieve the appropriate 
future relationship of the Federal Government 
with production agriculture identified under 
subsection (a)(2). 
SEC. 604. REPORTS. 

(a) REPORT ON INITIAL REVIEW.-Not later 
than June 1, 1998, the Commission shall submit 
to the President, the Committee on Agriculture 

of the House of Representatives, and the Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition , and Forestry 
of the Senate a report containing the results of 
the initial review conducted under section 
603(a). 

(b) REPORT ON SUBSEQUENT REVIEW.-Not 
later than January 1, 2001, the Commission shall 
submit to the President and the congressional 
committees specified in subsection (a) a report 
containing the results of the subsequent review 
conducted under section 603(b). 
SEC. 605. POWERS . . 

(a) HEARINGS.-The Commission may, for the 
purpose of carrying out this Act, conduct such 
hearings, sit and act at such times, take such 
testimony, and receive such evidence, as the 
Commission considers appropriate. 

(b) ASSISTANCE FROM OTHER AGENCIES.-The 
Commission may secure directly from any de
partment or agency of the Federal Government 
such information as may be necessary for the 
Commission to carry out its duties under this 
Act. Upon request of the chairman of the Com
mission, the head of the department or agency 
shall, to the extent permitted by law, furnish 
such information to the Commission. 

(c) MAIL.-The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as the departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government. 

(d) ASSISTANCE FROM SECRETARY.-The Sec
retary of Agriculture shall provide to the Com
mission appropriate office space and such rea
sonable administrative and support services as 
the Commission may request. 
SEC. 606. COMMISSION PROCEDURES. 

(a) MEETINGS.-The Commission shall meet on 
a regular basis (as determined by the chairman) 
and at the call of the chairman or a majority of 
its members. 

(b) QUORUM.-A majority of the members of 
the Commission shall constitute a quorum for 
the transaction of business. 
SEC. 607. PERSONNEL MATI'ERS. 

(a) COMPENSATION.-Each member of the Com
mission shall serve without compensation, but 
shall be allowed travel expenses including per 
diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by sec
tion 5703 of title 5, United States Code, when en
gaged in the performance of Commission duties. 

(b) STAFF.-The Commission shall appoint a 
staff director , who shall be paid at a rate not to 
exceed the maximum rate of basic pay under sec
tion 5376 of title 5, United States Code, and such 
professional and clerical personnel as may be 
reasonable and necessary to enable the Commis
sion to carry out its duties under this Act with
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and without regard to the 
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of 
chapter 53 of such title, or any other provision 
of law, relating to the number, classification, 
and General Schedule rates. No employee ap
pointed under this subsection (other than the 
staff director) may be compensated at a rate to 
exceed the maximum rate applicable to level GS-
15 of the General Schedule. 

(C) DETAILED PERSONNEL.-Upon request of 
the chairman of the Commission, the head of 
any department or agency of the Federal Gov
ernment is authorized to detail , without reim
bursement, any personnel of such department or 
agency to the Commission to assist the Commis
sion in carrying out its duties under this sec
tion. The detail of any such personnel may not 
result in the interruption or loss of civil service 
status or privilege of such personnel. 
SEC. 608. TERMINATION OF COMMISSION. 

The Commission shall terminate upon submis
sion of the final report required by section 604. 

TITLE VII-EXTENSION OF CERTAIN 
AUTHORITIES 

SEC. 701. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY UNDER PUB
UC LAW 480. 

Section 408 of the Agricultural Trade Develop
ment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1736b) 
is amended by striking "1995" and inserting 
" 1996" . 
SEC. 702. EXTENSION OF FOOD FOR PROGRESS 

PROGRAM. 
Section 1110 of the Food Security Act of 1985 

(7 U.S.C. 17360), also known as the Food for 
Progress Act of 1985, is amended-

(]) in subsection (k), by striking " 1995" and 
inserting "1996"; and 

(2) in subsection (l), by striking "1995" and 
inserting "1996". 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
the committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute shall be in order 
except the amendments printed in 
House Report 104-463 and amendments 
en bloc described in section 2 of House 
Resolution 366. Each amendment may 
be offered only in the order printed in 
the report, may be offered only by a 
member designated in the report, shall 
be considered as read, shall not be sub
ject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. VOLKMER] may offer amendment 
No. 4 immediately after amendment 
No. 7 by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Debate time on each amendment will 
be equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent of the 
amendment. 

It shall be in order at any time for 
the chairman of the Committee on Ag
riculture or a designee to offer amend
ments en bloc consisting of amend
ments specified in the report not ear
lier disposed of or germane modifica
tions of any such amendment. Amend
ments en bloc shall be considered read, 
except that modifications shall be re
ported, shall be debatable for 20 min
utes, equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Agri
culture, shall not be subject to amend
ment, and shall not be subject to a de
mand for a division of the question. 

The original proponent of an amend
ment included in amendments en bloc 
may insert a statement in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD immediately be
fore disposition of the amendments en 
bloc. 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED 

BY MR. ROBERTS 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
amendments en bloc that incorporate 
amendment No. 9 made in order by 
House Resolution 366 with a germane 
modification deleting the language on 
pages 8 and 9 of the Roberts en bloc 
amendment No. 1 made in order by 
House Resolution 366 and printed in the 
report accompanying House Resolution 
366. This amended en bloc amendment 
is offered pursuant to section 2 of the 



3132 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 28, 1996 
rule and contains a Roberts germane 
amendment deleting the last amend
ment in my original en bloc amend
ment No. l. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendments en bloc and re
port any modifications. 

The text of the amendments en bloc, 
as modified, is as follows: 

Amendments en bloc, as modified, offered 
by Mr. ROBERTS: Page 4, line 15, insert before 
the period the following: " and such other · 
acreage as the Secretary considers fair and 
equitable". 

Page 5, strike line 7. 
Page 5, line 13, strike "title V" and insert 

"section 505" . 
Page 5, line 15, add at the end the follow

ing: "The Secretary shall adjust the farm 
program payment yield for the 1995 crop of a 
contract commodity to account for any addi
tional yield payments made with respect to 
that crop under subsection (b)(2) of the sec
tion." 

Page 5, strike line 23 and all that follows 
through line 16 on page 6, and insert the fol
lowing: 

(12) PRODUCER.-The term "producer" 
means an owner, landlord, tenant, or share
cropper who shares in the risk of producing 
a crop and who is entitled to share in the 
crop available for marketing from the farm, 
or would have shared had the crop been pro
duced. In determining whether a grower of 
hybrid seed is a producer, the Secretary shall 
not take into consideration the existence of 
a hybrid seed contract. 

Page 7, strike lines 9 through 18, and insert 
the following: 
shall agree, in exchange for annual contract 
payments, to-

(A) comply with the conservation plan for 
the farm prepared in accordance with section 
1212 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
u.s.c. 3812); 

(B) comply with wetland protection re
quirements applicable to the farm under sub
title C of title XII of the Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 
et seq.); and 

(C) comply with the planting flexibility re
quirements of subsection (j); and 

(D) to use the land subject to the contract 
for agricultural or related activities, but not 
for nonagricultural commercial or industrial 
uses. 

Page 7, beginning line 20, strike "following 
persons shall 'l)e considered to be an owner or 
operator" and insert "producers and owners 
described in this paragraph shall be". 

Page 9, beginning line 5, strike "operators 
who are". 

Page 6, strike lines 12 through 16 and insert 
the following: 

(g) PAYMENT LIMITATION.-Sections 1001 
through 1001C of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (7 U .S.C. 1308 through 1308-3), as amend
ed by section 105, establish payment limita
tions on the total amount of contract pay
ments that may be made under contracts 
during any fiscal year. 

Page 16, beginning line 20, strike "the con
servation plan" and all that follows through 
"subsection (j)" and insert the following: "a 
requirement of the contract specified in sub
paragraph (A), (B), (C), or (D) of subsection 
(a)(l)". 

Page 19, line 5, insert at the end the follow
ing: "The Secretary shall carry out this 
paragraph in such a manner as to ensure 
that the reconstitution of a farm as part of 
the transfer of contract acreage results in no 
additional outlays under this section.". 

Page 20, beginning line 19, strike "on a 
farm that is planted for harvest to alfalfa" 

and insert " of alfalfa on a farm that is har
vested" . 

Page 51 , beginning line 12, strike " section 
411 of Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938" 
and insert "section 104(i)(l)". 

Page 60, line 22, strike " 1h" and insert " the 
grower portion". 

Page 61, line 18, strike "MARKETING" and 
insert "POUNDAGE". 

Page 64, line 10, strike "at the end of the 
1996 marketing year" and insert " on or after 
January l, 1997,". 

Page 64, line 21, insert "(except seed)" 
after "use". 

Page 67, line 1, strike "basic". 
Page 76, line 11, strike "of". 
Page 77, line 23, strike "or employee" and 

insert ", employee, or agency". 
Page 98, line 18, insert "minus five cents" 

after "butter". 
Page 102, line 11, insert "is authorized to 

and" after "Agriculture". 
Page 102, line 17, insert "which amount the 

marketing order issued by California is here
by directed to make," after "California,". 

Page 113, line 5, insert "the first day of the 
first month beginning after" after "take ef
fect on". 

Page 113, strike lines 14 through 23, and in
sert the following new paragraph: 

(1) Consolidation of Federal milk market
ing orders into not less than 8 nor more than 
13 orders, which shall also include those 
areas of the 48 contiguous States not covered 
by a Federal milk marketing order on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. The con
solidation shall comply with the following: 

(A) One of the new Federal milk marketing 
orders shall cover only the State of Califor
nia. 

(B) A new or amended order shall have the 
right to blend order receipts to address 
unique issues in that order, such as a State 
quota system in effect on the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

(C) When milk of the highest use classifica
tion subject to a State quota system in oper
ation on the date of the enactment of this 
Act is marketed under a new or amended 
Federal milk marketing order that also in
cludes milk not subject to that State quota 
system, the Secretary shall provide a seg
regated account within the pool operated by 
the Federal milk marketing order for the 
collection and disbursement of receipts from 
the marketing of any milk subject to that 
State quota system. 

(D) In accomplishing the consolidation of 
areas not covered by a Federal milk market
ing order on the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary may utilize a milk 
pooling system or other regulatory system 
in operation in any State on such date in 
lieu of Federal authorities to blend pool pro
ceeds or manage any quota plan in operation 
in a State on such date. 

Page 114, after line 18, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(d) CONTINUATION OF STATE ORDERS.-Noth
ing in this section shall preclude a State 
from maintaining a separate State market
ing order for milk and the products of milk 
so long as the provisions of that State order 
are consistent with and complement any 
Federal order or orders applicable to milk 
marketed in that State. 

Page 120, beginning line 13, strike para
graph (2) relating to the definition of large 
confined livestock operation. 

Page 125, strike lines 7 through 10. 
Page 130, strike lines 14 through 22 and in

sert the following new clause: 
"(111) CURRENT POLICIES.-Subject to clause 

(ii), all catastrophic risk protection policies 

written by local offices of the Department 
shall be transferred to the approved insur
ance provider for performance of all sales, 
service, and loss adjustment functions. Any 
fees in connection with such policies that are 
not yet collected at the time of the transfer 
shall be payable to the approved insurance 
providers assuming the policies."; and 

Page 137, strike lines 17 through 23 and in
sert the following new subsection: 

(b) FISCAL YEAR 1996 FUNDING.-From funds 
appropriated for the salaries and expenses of 
the Consolidated Farm Service Agency in 
the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen
cies Appropriations Act, 1996 (Public Law 
104-37), the Secretary of Agriculture may use 
such sums as necessary for the salaries and 
expenses of the Office of Risk Management 
established under subsection (a). 

Amend section 402--
(1) by inserting "(a) GENERALLY.-" before 

"Effective"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
(b) PRIORITY FUNDING FOR WHEAT FLOUR.

Section 301 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5651) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

"(h) PRIORITY FUNDING FOR WHEAT 
FLOUR.-Consistent, as determined by the 
Secretary, with the obligations and reduc
tion commitments undertaken by the United 
States set forth in the Uruguay Round 
Agreements, the Secretary shall announce 
awards under this section on an annual basis 
for the sale of wheat flour in sufficient 
amount to maintain the percentage of mar
ket share of world commercial flour markets 
achieved by the United States wheat flour 
industry during the Uruguay Round base pe
riod years of 1986 through 1990." 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments en bloc consisting of amend

ment No. 1 (modified by striking the final in
struction) and amendment No. 9 (unmodi
fied). 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
ROBERTS] will be recognized for 10 min
utes, and the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA] will be recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would inform Mem
bers that in putting together the cur
rent bill, the Agriculture Market Tran
sition Act, provisions of H.R. 2854, in 
doing this, our committee has worked 
with the Consolidated Farm Service 
Agency at the Department of Agri
culture to work out many operational 
and administrative details that will 
allow the CFSA to implement this very 
important legislation as quickly as 
possible, which is very important to 
farm country, more especially where 
spring planting will soon be starting. 
The changes made in the en bloc will 
aid the Department of Agriculture and 
more especially the CFSA in being able 
to move quickly with the implementa
tion of the Agriculture Market Transi
tion Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
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gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK
MER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the ranking minority member 
for yielding me this time. 

I would like to inquire of the gen
tleman from Kansas so that I make 
clear to the House what we have in this 
technical amendment. I have been in
formed, and I see here for the original 
amendment that was reported had lan
guage in it to grant rights-of-way basi
cally for people who are obtaining 
water and water rights on national for
est lands. Is that correct? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman has described--

Mr. VOLKMER. The old Brown 
amendment from the Senate? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I think the common
sense Brown amendment from the Sen
ate would be the more appropriate 
title. That has been taken out, sir. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Now, that is no 
longer in this new amendment, is that 
correct? 

Mr. ROBERTS. If the gentleman 
would continue to yield, that is the 
case. 

Mr. VOLKMER. And the new amend
ment basically has to do with farm pro
gram payment limitations or yields 
and based on yields, or what all do we 
have in this amendment? 

Mr. ROBERTS. The amendment deals 
with two Livingston amendments. I 
would say to the gentleman it incor
porates two of the amendments by the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING
STON], with regard to the transfer of 
catastrophic insurance fees collected 
by the Department of Agriculture to 
private insurance companies and a 
change in the funding for the establish
ment of the Office of Risk Manage
ment. 

Finally, the en bloc incorporates the 
amendment No. 9 offered by my col
league, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. TIAHRT], to the Ag Trade Act of 
1978 that directs the Secretary in a 
manner consistent with our obligations 
under GATT to maintain our historic 
share of exports with regards to the 
sale of wheat flour. 

I know of no opposition to this 
amendment, and in regards to the Liv
ingston amendments and the described 
intent of the amendments that I have 
described to the House previously to 
the gentleman's question, it was to cer
tainly enable the Department of Agri
culture to implement what we pass 
here in a quick and timely manner. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, the second provi
sion, matter that I would like to ask 
the gentleman about, we have consoli
dation language in here about Federal 
milk marketing orders. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I am 

informed by staff that some of that was 
intended to clarify what was in the 
original bill and the second provision 
of the Agriculture Market Transition 
Act. 

Mr. VOLKMER. All right. Now, 
junder the language that we have in 
this amendment, as the bill will be 
amended, is the gentleman telling me 
then that Federal crop insurance, cata
strophic, will still be able to be sold or 
not be able to be sold in our FSA of
fices? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Yes, that is correct, 
sir. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I asked whether or 
not it will be able to be sold. 

Mr. ROBERTS. It will be. 
Mr. VOLKMER. It will be. Fine. 
Mr. ROBERTS. I beg your pardon, it 

will not do that. 
Mr. VOLKMER. It will not be able to 

be sold. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gen

tleman from Kansas. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, the 

Chair, this chairman, this gen tl8man 
was in error that the bill does that. 
This amendment does not do that. 

Mr. VOLKMER. But does the amend
ment do anything to the provision in 
the bill? That is all I am asking. 

Mr. ROBERTS. No, sir. 
Mr. VOLKMER. No change on that. 
Mr. ROBERTS. No, sir. 
Mr. VOLKMER. All right. That is 

what I am asking about. I thank the 
gentleman very much. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to my distinguished friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT]. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for his leadership in the 
ag industry and for America. 

I want to say I rise, Mr. Chairman, 
today to help farmers, union workers, 
and American jobs and the U.S. econ
omy. We must attempt to level the 
playing field with the European Union 
by using the export enhancement pro
gram funds to move value-added prod
ucts into the export markets. 

The European Union has been twist
ing their agricultural and trade poli
cies in GATT to unfairly crush the 
value-added exports like wheat flour. 
The European Union is lowering do
mestic input prices to give themselves 
a tremendous cost advantage over U.S. 
exports. Incredibly, the United States 
has had at its disposal millions of dol
lars to support U.S. agricultural export 
industries. These funds have been au
thorized and funded by the people 
through their elected Representatives 
under the export enhancement program 
to the tune of $350 million for this fis
cal year alone. However, less than 2 
percent has been spent by the adminis
tration, leaving our farmers and union 
workers and American jobs hanging 
out there vulnerable to the world mar
kets. 

In talks between the administration, 
the wheat flour industry, the USDA 
has admitted the European actions are 
unfair and it is measurable. Since the 
beginning of the 1995 crop year, more 
than 2 million metric tons of European 
flour export licenses have been award
ed, compared to less than 15,000 metric 
tons of EEP awards. 

Mr. Chairman, this country has been 
taking it on the chin under GATT and 
NAFTA. We have lost the last three de
cisions on these arguments. Now it is 
time for us to use GATT to our advan
tage. Now is the time for us to use this 
onerous agreement to help American 
farmers, to help American workers and 
help the American economy. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
moves toward fixing these problems. It 
simply tells the President and the De
partment of Agriculture to announce 
awards under the export enhancement 
program on an annual basis, to main
tain the percentage of market share 
the world commercial flour market has 
achieved by U.S. wheat flour industries 
during the base year 1986 through 1990. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will 
have no budget impact. It is within the 
scope of GATT, and it will keep hun
dreds if not thousands of jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. has had its 
nose bloodied time and time again by 
NAFTA, by GATT, and by the World 
Trade Organization, and it is time we 
use the tools inside these agreements 
to protect our jobs, to protect our 
farmers, to get those value-added prod
ucts out on the open market. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we be
lieve that it is time for the administra
tion to start protecting American 
farmers and union workers and Amer
ican jobs by regaining our market 
share through the export enhancement 
program for the benefit of all Ameri
cans. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, for the 
purpose of a colloquy, I am most de
lighted to yield 4 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
LAUGHLIN]. 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, you and I have dis
cussed the issue of the tenant farmer 
who leases farmland for receiving a fair 
and equitable payment under this bill 
many times in the last several months, 
and I thank the gentleman for his in
terest in assuring me that there is no 
problem for the tenant farmer. 

0 1545 
In my own district in Texas, the ma

jority of the farmers do not own the 
land they farm. This differs from many 
parts of our Nation, and in the past 4 
weeks, while I was traveling in my dis
trict, the primary concern was whether 
this legislation provides a strong 
enough safeguard for the tenant farmer 
in receiving his or her share of the pay
ment. Repeatedly I was asked what 
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prevents the nonfarming landowner 
from not leasing the land for farming 
purposes and having the landowner re
ceive the payments under this bill even 
though no farming takes place on the 
land. And, second, what assures the 
farmer that he will obtain his share of 
the payment? 

Mr. Chairman, in representing a dis
trict that is one of the highest agri
culture producing districts in the State 
of Texas and one that produces over 70 
percent of the rice in the State, I must 
ensure that the statutory intent of the 
chairman will not jeopardize tenant
landlord relationships, an operator 
with a share-rent lease, an operator 
who cash rents, an operator and tenant 
who is a sharecropper, from being 
kicked off the land and from receiving 
a fair and equitable payment. 

Could the gentleman clarify his legis
lative intent in these four areas? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I am more than 
happy to respond to the gentleman. We 
have discussed this at length. I thank 
the gentleman from Texas for his ques
tion. 

One of our technical amendments, I 
think, certainly clarifies this si tua
tion. Under our bill, anyone who has 
been eligible for payments under cur
rent law will be eligible for transition 
contract payments. The traditional 
protection afforded both the landlord 
and the tenant based on the amount of 
risk taken between the landowner and 
the tenant in distributing the pay
ments will remain in the same manner 
in H.R. 2854, or freedom to farm, as cur
rent law. 

I can assure the gentleman we have 
heard his constituents. We have heard 
you, and we addressed it. I thank the 
gentleman for his concerns. 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. I thank the chair
man for his assurance. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas brought up an 
interesting point, and I listened to the 
gentleman from Kansas for an answer. 
I did not exactly hear that exact an
swer; that is, if an owner of farmland 
who in the past has leased it out or 
sharecropped it or cash rented, can he 
terminate those contracts and receive 
the money? I believe that was one of 
the questions. 

Now, as I read it, if there is no exist
ing contract on that land, if it has not 
been renewed, now, most of them in my 
area have already been renewed, those 
that are going to be, they are done, so 
they are stuck with it. If it has not and 
the owner wants to go in and go for the 
payments themselves, then I under
stand he has a right to do that and to 
get the payment, and he does not have 
to cash rent it or rent it out. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I would inform the 
gentleman from Missouri that the situ
ation is just the way it is in the law 
today. Nothing has changed. 

Mr. VOLKMER. That is true. He does 
not have to rent it if is not rented. 

Mr. ROBERTS. That is true. 
Mr. VOLKMER. That is true. He can 

get the payment. He does not have to 
crop the land at all even if he has 
rented it in the past. He does not have 
to rent it this year if he has not al
ready done so. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I would inform the 
gentleman, he could barely pay the 
taxes in regard to the payments com
ing down the pike. We also have con
servation compliance. I know where 
the gentleman is headed in regards to 
his repeated criticism of the bill. I 
think we have been through that. What 
is in H.R. 2854 is the same situation as 
it is today in the current farm pro-
gra~~ - . 

Mr. VOLKMER. Except m the cur
rent farm program, you have to crop 
the land in order to participate in the 
program. 

Mr. ROBERTS. There is zero 1992, 
there is zero 1985. We do not have any 
set-aside for wheat. We have not had 
set-asides for major crops. The same 
situation continues, but I think we 
have had that debate, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, if 
the distinguished chairman has only to 
close, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments en bloc, as modified, 
offered by the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. ROBERTS]. 

The amendments en bloc, as modi
fied, were agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 104-463. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts: Strike sections 101 through 
105 and insert the following: 
SEC. 101. CONTINUATION OF PRICE SUPPORT 

PROGRAMS UNDER AGRICULTURAL 
ACT OF 1949 FOR WHEAT, FEED 
GRAINS, COTTON, RICE, AND OIL
SEEDS. 

Subject to the program modifications re
quired by this title, for the 1996 through 2000 
crops of each loan commodity, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall offer producers the op
tion to participate in price support, produc
tion adjustment, and payment progTams 
based on the terms and conditions provided 
in sections lOlB, 103(h), 103B, 105B, 107B, 114, 

and 205 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (as in 
effect on the day before the date of the en
actment of this Act), and such other provi
sions of such Act (as so in effect) as deter
mined by the Secretary to be necessary. 
SEC. 102. REDUCTION IN TARGET PRICES AND 

TERMINATION OF DEFICIENCY PAY· 
MENTS AND MARKETING LOANS FOR 
WHEAT, FEED GRAINS, RICE, AND 
COTTON. 

(a)WHEAT.-
(1) REDUCTION IN TARGET PRICES.-In the 

case of any price support program for wheat 
administered by the Secretary of Agri
culture, the established price for wheat for a 
crop year shall not exceed-

(A) for the 1996 crop of wheat, $3.84 per 
bushel; and 

(B) for the 1997 through 2002 crops of wheat, 
an amount that is four percent less than the 
established price for wheat for the preceding 
crop year. 

(2) TERMINATION OF DEFICIENCY PAYMENT 
AND MARKETING LOANS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for the 2003 and 
subsequent crops of wheat, the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall not make deficiency pay
ments available to producers of wheat or per
mit producers to repay a price support loan 
at a rate below the original loan rate. 

(b) CORN.-
(1) REDUCTION IN TARGET PRICES.-In the 

case of any price support progTam for corn 
administered by the Secretary of Agri
culture, the established price for corn for a 
crop year shall not exceed-

(A) for the 1996 crop of corn, S2.64 per bush
el; and 

(B) for the 1997 through 2002 crops of corn, 
an amount that is four percent less than the 
established price for corn for the preceding 
crop year. 

(2) TERMINATION OF DEFICIENCY PAYMENT 
AND MARKETING LOANS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for the 2003 and 
subsequent crops of corn, the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall not make deficiency pay
ments available to producers of corn or per
mit producers to repay a price support loan 
at a rate below the original loan rate. 

(c) OATS.-
(1) REDUCTION IN TARGET PRICES.-In the 

case of any price support progTam for oats 
administered by the Secretary of Agri
culture, the established price for oats for a 
crop year shall not exceed-

(A) for the 1996 crop of oats, Sl.39 per bush
el; and 

(B) for the 1997 through 2002 crops of oats, 
an amount that is four percent less than the 
established price for oats for the preceding 
crop year. 

(2) TERMINATION OF DEFICIENCY PAYMENT 
AND MARKETING LOANS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for the 2003 and 
subsequent crops of oats, the Secretary of 
AgTiculture shall not make deficiency pay
ments available to producers of oats or per
mit producers to repay a price support loan 
at a rate below the original loan rate. 

(d) GRAIN SORGHUMS.-
(1) REDUCTION IN TARGET PRICES.-In the 

case of any price support program for grain 
sorghums administered by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the established price for gTain 
sorghums for a crop year shall not exceed-

(A) for the 1996 crop of grain sorghums, 
$2.51 per bushel; and 

(B) for the 1997 through 2002 crops of grain 
sorghums, an amount that is four percent 
less than the established price for grain sor
ghums for the preceding crop year. 

(2) TERMINATION OF DEFICIENCY PAYMENT 
AND MARKETING LOANS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for the 2003 and 
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subsequent crops of grain sorghums. the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall not make defi
ciency payments available to producers of 
grain sorghums or permit producers to repay 
a price support loan at a rate below the 
original loan rate. 

(e) BARLEY.-
(1) REDUCTION IN TARGET PRICES.-In the 

case of any price support program for barley 
administered by the Secretary of Agri
culture, the established price for barley for a 
crop year shall not exceed-

(A) for the 1996 crop of barley, $2.27 per 
bushel; and 

(B) for the 1997 through 2002 crops of bar
ley, an amount that is four percent less than 
the established price for barley for the pre
ceding crop year. 

(2) TERMINATION OF DEFICIENCY PAYMENT 
AND MARKETING LOANS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for the 2003 and 
subsequent crops of barley, the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall not make deficiency pay
ments available to producers of barley or 
permit producers to repay a price support 
loan at a rate below the original loan rate. 

(f) R!CE.-
(1) REDUCTION IN TARGET PRICES.-!n the 

case of any price support program for rice 
administered by the Secretary of Agri
culture, the established price for rice for a 
crop year shall not exceed-

(A) for the 1996 crop of rice, Sl0.28 per hun
dredweight; and 

(B) for the 1997 through 2002 crops of rice, 
an amount that is four percent less than the 
established price for rice for the preceding 
crop year. 

(2) TERMINATION OF DEFICIENCY PAYMENT 
AND MARKETING LOANS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for the 2003 and 
subsequent crops of rice, the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall not make deficiency pay
ments available to producers of rice or per
mit producers to repay a price support loan 
at a rate below the original loan rate. 

(g) UPLAND COTTON.-
(1) REDUCTION IN TARGET PRICES.-ln the 

case of any price support program for upland 
cotton administered by the Secretary of Ag
riculture, the established price for upland 
cotton for a crop year shall not exceed-

(A) for the 1996 crop of upland cotton, so. 70 
per hundredweight; and 

(B) for the 1997 through 2002 crops of up
land cotton, an amount that is four percent 
less than the established price for upland 
cotton for the preceding crop year. 

(2) TERMINATION OF DEFICIENCY PAYMENT 
AND MARKETING LOANS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for the 2003 and 
subsequent crops of upland cotton, the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall not make defi
ciency payments available to producers of 
upland cotton or permit producers to repay a 
price support loan at a rate below the origi
nal loan rate. 

(h) ExTRA LONG STAPLE COTTON.-
(1) REDUCTION IN TARGET PRICES.-ln the 

case of any price support program for extra 
long staple cotton administered by the Sec
retary of Agriculture, the established price 
for extra long staple cotton for a crop year 
shall not exceed-

(A) for the 1996 crop of extra long staple 
cotton, S0.918 per hundredweight; and 

(B) for the 1997 through 2002 crops of extra 
long staple cotton, an amount that is four 
percent less than the established price for 
extra long staple cotton for the preceding 
crop year. 

(2) TERMINATION OF DEFICIENCY PAYMENT 
AND MARKETING LOANS.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for the 2003 and 

subsequent crops of extra long staple cotton, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall not make 
deficiency payments available to producers 
of extra long staple cotton or permit produc
ers to repay a price support loan at a rate 
below the original rate. 

(i) FUTURE REPEAL OF CURRENT PROVISIONS 
REGARDING PRICE SUPPORT.-Effective Octo
ber 1, 2000, the following provisions of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, if still in effect on 
such date, are repealed: 

(1) Section 101 (7 U.S.C. 1441) regarding 
price support levels generally. 

(2) Section lOlB (7 U.S.C. 1441-2) regarding 
loans deficiency payments, and acreage re
duction programs for rice. 

(3) Section 103(h) (7 U.S.C. 1444(h)) regard
ing loans. deficiency payments, and acreage 
reduction programs for extra long staple cot
ton. 

(4) Section 103B (7 U.S.C. 1444-2) regarding 
loans, deficiency payments, and acreage re
duction programs for upland cotton. 

(5) Section 105B (7 U.S.C. 144f) regarding 
loans, deficiency payments, and acreage re
duction programs for feed grains. 

(6) Section 107B (7 U.S.C. 1445-3a) regarding 
loans, deficiency payments, and acreage re
duction programs for wheat. 

(7) Any similar provisions of law, enacted 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
relating to loans, deficiency payments, and 
acreage reduction programs for the crops re
ferred to in the preceding paragraphs. 
SEC. 104. BUDGETARY LIMITATIONS ON OUTLAYS 

FOR DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR 
WHEAT, FEED, GRAINS, RICE AND 
COTI'ON. 

(a) LIMITATION.-The total Commodity 
Credit Corporation outlays for deficiency 
payments for wheat, feed, grains, rice and 
cotton for the crop year 1996 through 2002 
may not exceed-

(1) for fiscal year 1996, 88 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,556,000,000. 

(2) for fiscal year 1997, 70 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,525,000; 

(3) for fiscal year 1998, 53 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,556,000,000; 

(4) for fiscal year 1999, 40 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,921,000,000; 

(5) for fiscal year 2000, 23 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,671,000,000; 

(b) PROBATION OF PAYMENTS.-In any crop 
year, if the total Commodity Credit Corpora
tion obligations for deficiency payments are 
projected to exceed the applicable spending 
limit specified in subsection (a), the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall prorate defi
ciency payments to recipients to meet such 
spending limit. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. FRANK] and a Member oir 
posed each will be recognized for 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to share the time allocated to me with 
respect to managing the debate on the 
amendment with the ranking minority 
member, the chairman emeritus of the 
Committee on Agriculture, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA], 
and that each of us be responsible for 

controlling our respective time limita
tions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
MODIFICATION OF AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

FRANK OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent, 
because of a typographical error, that 
the page 9 that I have submitted and 
shown to the chairman be submitted in 
lieu of the page 9 of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification of amendment offered by Mr. 

FRANK of Massachusetts: Strike proposed 
section 104 and insert new section 104, as fol
lows: 
SEC. 104. BUDGETARY LIMITATIONS ON OUTLAYS 

FOR DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR 
WHEAT, FEED, GRAINS, RICE AND 
COTI'ON. 

(a) LIMITATION.-The total Commodity 
Credit Corporation outlays for deficiency 
payments for wheat, feed, grains, rice and 
cotton for the crop year 1996 through 2000 
may not exceed-

(1) for fiscal year 1996, 88 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,556,000,000; 

(2) for fiscal year 1997, 70 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,525,000,000; 

(3) for fiscal year 1998, 53 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,936,000,000; 

(4) for fiscal year 1999, 40 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,921,000,000; 

(5) for fiscal year 2000, 23 percent of the 
projected Congressional Budget Office base
line of $6,671,000,000; 

(b) PROBATION OF PAYMENTS.-In any crop 
year, if the total Commodity Credit Corpora
tion obligations for deficiency payments are 
projected to exceed the applicable spending 
limit specified in subsection (a), the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall prorate defi
ciency payments to recipients to meet such 
spending limit. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the modifica
tion be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, this simply adds three zeros 
to the figure for fiscal 1997, putting bil
lions where millions now exist. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the modification offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 

modified. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would not want to 
embarrass the House by talking about 
millions in an agricultural bill. Obvi
ously, billions are the appropriate fig
ure. 
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What my amendment would do is to 

replace what seems to me to be one of 
the most misnamed provisions I have 
seen here since I have come here, the 
freedom to farm provision. As I under
stand it, it ought to be called freedom 
from farming. What it does is to say 
that if you are now a farmer and re
ceiving money under various Federal 
subsidy programs, you will get a de
clining but still quite significant 
amount of money over the next 7 years 
no matter what you do. You do not 
have to be, as the gentleman from Mis
souri has pointed out, a farmer any
more. So this is a freedom to farm, 
which includes within it the freedom 
not. to farm and receive significant 
funds from the Federal Government. 

It seems to me to bring home one of 
the most fundamental inconsistencies 
in American public policy. It has been 
an inconsistency, and it is getting 
worse. We have in this Congress 
cracked down on AFDC recipients. We 
have cut back on the Medicare Pro
gram. Not all of these things have be
come law, but these are the legislative 
vehicles that have passed the House. 
We have decided that lower-income 
people are getting too much money. We 
have decided that free enterprise and 
standing on your own two feet should 
be the order of the day, but not for the 
agricultural segment. 

It is striking to me how Members can 
come here, espouse free-enterprise doc
trines, many of which I agree with, but 
then where agriculture is concerned 
suddenly in their own mind call up the 
invisible footnote, the footnote written 
in invisible ink in all of these con
servation texts, and exempt agri
culture from those rules. 

Now, there will be specific amend
ments that will deal with some of the 
exemptions, apparently the free mar
ket works very well for automobiles, 
and it works very well for the con
struction industry, and it works very 
well for the production of sophisticated 
medical devices or computers. But the 
free-market system is not quite up to 
peanuts. Peanuts somehow is too com
plicated for the free market and sugar 
and dairy. 

We can make the most sophisticated 
biotechnological devices. We can make 
software. We can make almost any
thing in America under the principles 
of the free market, but you cannot 
grow peanuts that way. You cannot 
grow tobacco that way. You cannot 
grow dairy that way. It is the most 
fundamental intellectual inconsistency 
in the United States today when people 
who are the most dedicated advocates 
of the free-enterprise system and talk 
about its virtues everywhere else, sud
denly decide you cannot do that when 
talking about peanuts. 

We compound this because what we 
have also talked about is the problem 
of entitlements, and we have heard 
about the problem of entitlements that 

are not means tested. That is, people 
have said, you know, it is one thing 
when you have an entitlement for the 
poor. What about entitlements that go 
to people regardless of income? 

Agriculture carries that one step fur
ther. In agriculture, we have, and had 
had, anti-means-tested entitlements. 
In agriculture, that is an entitlement. 
Whatever you do, you automatically 
get the money. There is no appropria
tion that has discretion involved. But 
the bigger your enterprise, the more 
money you are making on your own, 
the more you get. Now they have de
cided, well, we cannot keep this up so 
they are going to get rid of it. 

How are they getting rid of it? By a 
7-year transition. Having gotten a lot 
of Federal money in the past means we 
have to make sure you do not get cut 
off too quickly. So, over 7 years, recipi
ents of these billions of dollars of Fed
eral funds will continue to get, accord
ing to the numbers I have, a total over 
the 7 years of $35 billion, over $5 billion 
a year, and it will go to people whose 
ability t;Q_get this money will be based 
on the fact that they once got Federal 
money. This is a very nice program. It 
says if you once got money, we owe 
you. Apparently the theory is, we have 
obligated ourselves to people by paying 
them and, therefore, as the years go 
forward, we will give them money and 
they will get money solely because 
they used to get money. There will be 
no obligations on this money. This is 
not the freedom to farm, but instead 
the freedom from farming. 

Those recipients of this money over 
the next 7 years will get the money, as 
I understand it, no matter what they 
do. They do not have to farm. They do 
not have to live in their area. They do 
not have to live in . this country. All 
they have to do is to live, and I guess 
if they do not live, they can pass it on. 
I did not check the testamentary part. 
I assume this is something you could 
pass on; you could inherit, I assume, 
under this bill the right to get these. 
You could be somebody who lived in 
Chicago, and the only grass you saw 
you had to hide when the cops came. 
But under this bill, if you were the heir 
of someone who farmed, I assume you 
could inherit that. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is more right than wrong. 
The payments go with the land, and as 
a result, when the son or daughter in
herits the land, they will continue to 
receive the payments no matter where 
they live. 

But the other thing that is necessary 
to point out under this bill, you know, 
a lot of this land is investor-owned. 
They do not live anywhere near the 
land. They live thousands of miles 
away from it, and as a result, those 

people are going to get these big pay
ments, and whether or not that farm is 
farmed. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. As I 
understand it, if you happened to be 
the heir of someone who owns a farm 
and has been getting Federal funds and 
that person dies, you then inherit the 
land. You do not have to go to that 
land. You do not have to grow any
thing. You do not have to touch a farm 
implement. You simply get the money. 

This is the greatest deal going, and 
this from the believers in free enter
prise, stand on you own two feet, get 
your nose to the grindstone, your 
shoulder to the wheel, get the govern
ment's hand out of your pockets. Well, 
the government's hands will not be in 
your pockets, because there will be too 
much money in those hands to fit in 
your pockets. 

We are talking about $35 billion a 
year over 7 years that go to citizens of 
this country, or the owners, wherever 
they are. I do not know why I said citi
zens. That go to owners of this land no 
matter what. I am sure many of these 
people, most of them, may continue to 
farm, but that is not here. 

By the way, it is 7 years. My amend
ment would say that you continue the 
current agricultural program, phase 
them down. I want to get rid of them. 
I do not like the current programs ei
ther, but I would rather get something 
for the money we are giving these peo
ple, and I also decided we should phase 
it out in 5 years rather then 7, for this 
reason. 

D 1600 
I think if we are going to say that 5 

years is the outer limit for you to re
ceive Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children, that that probably ought to 
serve for the farmers as well. At least 
in the case of people who get Aid for 
Families with Dependent Children, as I 
understand it, there will be a work re
quirement. There is no work require
ment for the farmers. 

Understand this provision: No work 
requirement whatsoever. Here is $35 
billion the Federal Government will 
set aside as an entitlement to people, 
whose requirement will simply be that 
they have been the owners of the land 
at a certain period and in the program. 

I think this makes a mockery of all 
of what we have heard about sacrifice, 
of all of what we have heard about free 
enterprise, of all we have heard about 
who is going to do what. Many of the 
recipients of this, and, as I said, this, 
anti-means tested, many, many very 
wealthy people will be getting part of 
this S35 billion. 

I understand we have gotten our
selves into a hole and we cannot easily 
get out of it. At the very least, it is 
right to face this down. But also we 
should make this clear: We are now 
passing a law which will guarantee peo
ple the S35 billion for the next 7 years. 
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If in fact 3 or 4 years from now we 
change our minds, they will have got
ten the money and we can go back in to 
it. There is no guarantee. One legisla
ture cannot bind future one. 

So we have got here the welfare pro
gram of all welfare programs. It says to 
some people, many of whom are 
wealthy, for the next 7 years, your gov
ernment has a demand to make of you: 
You must let us give you collectively 
$35 billion, and in return we will im
pose upon you the burden of cashing 
the checks, and that is all. By the way, 
those of you who are in the wealthiest 
sector will get more than those who 
are not. 

This is the new revolution; and if this 
is the new revolution, then I would 
hate to see what reaction would look 
like. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman just made another state
ment that I think bears drawing out a 
little bit. He said the very wealthy are 
going to get this. It may interest the 
gentleman to know a study has been 
made of the gentleman from Kansas' 
bill, and that the upper 2 percent of big 
farmowners, OK, 2 percent will get 22 
percent of the money. It sounds a lot 
like their tax bill, where 2 percent got 
50 percent of the money. This one, 2 
percent get 22 percent of the money. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, this is 
the anti-means tested entitlement. It 
is an entitlement, and the more money 
you make, the more you get. I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri for point
ing out I understated things. The gen
tleman from Missouri may be one of 
the few Members of the House who 
finds me guilty of understatement. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. LUCAS]. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, simply 
put, the amendment offered by my col
league from Massachusetts represents 
the worst possible option for our Na
tion's agricultural policy that we will 
discuss today. It had been my under
standing that this bill's goal was to re
form the Nation's agricultural pro
grams. 

The author of this amendment must 
have a different idea. This amendment 
contains no reform. It only breathes 
life into the failed policies that have 
shackled the Nation's producers to the 
heavy hand of Uncle Sam. Continuing 
these policies will be the death knell to 
many producers throughout the Na
tion. 

Most Members of Congress, most pro
ducers, most national agricultural 
groups, and yes, most agricultural 
economists agree that farm policy 

must be changed. The amendment of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. FRANK], ignores this fact. It does 
nothing to ensure a viable agricultural 
sector in our Nation. It does nothing to 
aid producers in a post-NAFTA and 
GATT world trade environment. It does 
nothing to move toward a more market 
driven agricultural sector. 

My friends, agriculture is truly at a 
crossroads. It is time we break the 
bonds of the old and ring in a market
oriented program that will guide us 
into the next century. 

I cannot say it any clearer: The cur
rent program does not work. With its 
draconian reductions in target price 
and lack of any true reform, the Frank 
amendment only makes a bleak out
look in farm country worse. 

I urge my colleagues, join me as I 
vote to defeat this amendment. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] in order to 
give us some history on this amend
ment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri is recognized for 2 min
utes. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, as 
one who has been here for 19 years and 
been through different farm bills, I can 
remember when we had another Presi
dent by the name of Reagan and a Sec
retary of Agriculture by the name of 
John Block. I wanted to let the gen
tleman from Oklahoma know, he may 
have been in grade school or high 
school at the time, but the gentleman 
from Kansas would remember, because 
he was here. 

What you have is a Reagan proposal 
for agriculture from back in the 
eighties. You take the target price and, 
over 5 years, you phase it down with 
existing programs, to where at the end 
of the 5 years you only had the loan 
rate. That is what you have. 

I just heard the gentleman from 
Oklahoma tell me how crazy it was. I 
am glad to hear that. I said so at the 
time and we did not do it. Now I am 
caught between. I cannot agree with 
the gentleman from Oklahoma, but I 
sure as heck cannot agree with the 
gentleman from Kansas with what he 
has. His is strictly welfare. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I acknowledge this is what 
Ronald Reagan did. I would point out 
by the standards of the current group, 
Ronald Reagan was a model oflucidity, 
reasonableness and logic. That is why I 
prefer the Reagan program. I look nos
talgically back on Ronald Reagan as I 
contemplate the current policies. 

Mr. VOLKMER. So much for the his
tory lesson. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, well, there he goes 
again. I think every farmer and ranch
er in America would prefer and agree 
with the goal of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. It is just that the road 
he is taking will certainly put the 
farmer and rancher in the ditch, as 
well as a majority in the House and 
Senate. It is time to change our farm 
program policy. I know that. Everyone 
knows that. 

We have to move away from what we 
call the command and control policies. 
We have to meet our budget respon
sibilities. It is time to give farmers the 
ability to respond to market signals. 
That is what we are trying to do to en
vironmental signals-let me get back 
to the environment in just a minute
and the diversification to get us out of 
mono-agriculture to free up the farmer 
to get him into diversified agriculture 
without having first to get permission 
from Washington. 

But the gentleman's amendment re
tains the current target price defi
ciency payment. It is a restricted sys
tem. Anybody that has closely in
spected the current farm program 
knows in wheat country, for instance, 
we have not had a setaside requirement 
for 5 years. So the supply management 
rationale that has served us well in the 
past certainly does not apply here. 

The gentleman reduces target prices 
4 percent per year through the year 
2002. I do not know about President 
Reagan. I remember when President 
Reagan was President and Mrs. Stock
man's very brilliant son, David, was 
the OMB Director. I remember a joint 
effort on the part of both Democrats 
and Republicans to try to not only 
meet our budget responsibilities but to 
do so in a bipartisan and salutary man
ner. I do not think it can all be applied 
in regard to President Reagan. 

The gentleman's amendment termi
nates the target price and the market
ing loan mechanism for all commod
ities in 2003. It does not provide any in
centive in terms of flexibility, which is 
the other side of the coin. If you reduce 
the farm program payments or the 
market transition payments, you give 
the farmer the freedom to plant. 

I want to quarrel with the gentle
man's description that there is no work 
requirement. In the first place, these 
payments are roughly half what has 
been provided in the past 5 years. In 
the second place, there is a conserva
tion compliance requirement. When 
the farmer and his banker, his lender, 
sit down and say in the next 7 years I 
know precisely what I am going to get 
in regard to assistance from the Fed
eral Government to enable us to make 
this market transition, there is a re
quirement there. There is a responsibil
ity. You have to have the responsibil
ity of really putting forth or partici
pating in your conservation compli
ance plan. That is costly. It costs 
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are the stewards of the soil. We know 
that in terms of our responsibilities in 
reference to the farm program. 

No farmer is going to comply with 
conservation compliance and go 
through all those costs in the strongest 
environmental bill we have had in the 
history of farm programs and then 
walk away from it. No farmer going 
through the terrible difficulty we are 
going through in the high plains with 
wind blowing and prairie fires and high 
prices and no crops is going to put the 
seed in the ground simply because of 
this payment. He is going to farm. 
Farmers farm. 

Talk to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM] in regard to the weath
er stress and the infestation and what 
we are going through in terms of farm 
country. And in terms of when the pay
ment is made, for goodness sake, 15 
bushel of wheat at $5, and we are in a 
world of trouble in Kansas, 45 bushel of 
wheat at $3; and then we pay them a 
deficiency payment? We are better off 
under the old system. 

We want to talk about saying oh, 
people do not Ii ve there on their farms? 
It is true that some of our more senior 
farmers somewhere moved to the coun
ty seat, and it is true they have rented 
out their ground. It is true that per
haps their son and daughter are farm
ing. Big woop. I mean, that landlord 
has to share part of the risk of farm
ing. If you take that away in terms of 
these payments, look at what will hap
pen with the capitalized land values, 
look at what will happen in terms of 
investment in farm ground. We would 
be in a recession immediately. 

So I guess in summing up, I would 
simply say to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts, who I have admired for 
many years for his eloquency, his sense 
of humor and pertinence, and maybe 
impertinence on some issues, and his 
friendship, that what he has basically 
done is just taken the current farm 
program and reduced it with no flexi
bility, and we have not reformed any
thing. 

I do quarrel with his description in 
terms of the work requirement and in 
terms of the landlord-tenant relation
ship which would be completely dis
combobulated under his plan. I recog
nize his intention, and I share his view 
in regard to the entitlement programs 
in reference to AFDC, welfare reform, 
food stamps, et cetera, et cetera. We 
need to do better and we should. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Massachu
setts for yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, I must say I will con
fess that I know very little about farm-

ing, that I was born and raised in the 
city, and as I listen to this debat e I am 
reminded of P.J. O'Rourke 's book 
about the farm program. I almost 
wanted to bring P .J. O'Rourke 's book 
down here and read it, because he was 
saying this is probably one of the most 
difficult things for Americans to track 
as you listen to all these different pro
grams being thrown around. 

But I must say, as a consumer, I used 
to knock the farm programs. But I 
must say I have really appreciated 
them because as we went through those 
terrible floods in the Midwest a couple 
of years ago and we have ea ten up an 
awful lot of our surpluses and all sorts 
of things, I never felt terrific price in
creases in the grocery store. In almost 
every other country, if you had the 
kind of floods we had in the Midwest, 
that literally knocked out everything, 
or you had some of the disasters we 
had-remember, or you had some of the 
disasters we had-remember, there 
were about 2 years where you thought 
there was a fast breeder disaster reac
tor. And yet our farm programs kept 
prices level fu~ ..;People like me who go 
to buy milk and bread and everything. 

As I listened to this debate going on 
on the floor, the thing that troubles me 
so much is what I understand from this 
freedom to farm thing is you also have 
the choice of the freedom not to farm; 
to farm or not to farm, that is the 
question. It does not make any dif
ference, you get paid either way. 

That, as a consumer, really troubles 
me. As a taxpayer, if I am going to be 
asked to sustain this program, OK, now 
I understand why it applies to me. It 
kept food prices even in great disas
ters, and I think that has been the ge
nius of many of my colleagues who sit 
on the Committee on Agriculture, even 
though I do not understand it. They 
have figured out a way to do all of this, 
to keep things fairly level when we go 
through all of the things we cannot 
control, such as the weather and every
thing else. 

So I get that. But why would we have 
a program come up that would say to 
people you can all be like Sam Donald
son and his sheep. You know, Sam Don
aldson, you cannot see him as the little 
shepherd out there, but he gets paid. 
Now, why are we taking the Sam Don
aldson sheep program and applying it 
to all of these other programs so you, 
too, will get paid whether or not you 
put your crop in? That really bothers 
me about this. I think we are going to 
have a lot of trouble, if we were to 
pass, this explaining that to the Amer
ican consumer. 

Yes, an insurance policy. But this be
gins to look more and more like wel
fare , except it is welfare that is not 
even means tested. I mean, my other 
understanding, if the gentleman from 
Massachusetts is correct, I believe I 
heard the gentleman from Missouri 
saying that there was no means test on 
this. Is that correct? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen
t leman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentlewoman will 
allow me, not only is there no means 
test , there is an antimeans test. The 
more money you are making under the 
program generally, the more you will 
get. So it is the reverse. The wealthier 
you are, the more prosperous, the big
ger your crop certainly, the more 
money you get. It is an antimeans test. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for that. 

What I am really trying to say is, 
while the farm programs may need 
some adjustment and they may need to 
be changed, everything always kind of 
needs to be changed and tinkered with 
to fit the modern day. 

I think if we go this entirely opposite 
way so we suddenly start paying people 
not to farm and not having the means 
test instead of doing the absolute re
verse of it, when consumers figure this 
our, they are going to think we are ab
solutely nuts. So certainly if we are 
going to have a farm program, let us 
have one that encourages farming, that 
rewards hard work, that fits with the 
American concept of what we are sup
posed to be doing, rather than one that 
looks more like a welfare program for 
the biggest landowners such as the 
Sam Donaldsons, who can decide what 
they want to do. 

It makes no difference. They get paid 
anyway. That makes no sense to me 
and I do not think it is going to make 
sense to anybody else who is out doing 
their grocery shopping and paying 
their taxes. 

The CRAIB.MAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has 5 
minutes remaining; the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] has 9 
minutes remaining; and the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has 3 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. POMEROY]. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the ranking member for yielding 
time to me. 

I rise in opposition to the amend
ment before us. The amendment 
squarely attacks a safety net for fam
ily farming agriculture. 

Why is there a compelling need to 
have a safety net for family farming 
agriculture? It gets down to the fun
damental economics of agriculture pro
duction. At the beginning of a crop 
year, a family farmer will have Ii t
erally hundreds of thousands of dollars 
exposed, seed, feed, fertilizer, equip
ment, land costs. There are two risks 
threatening this massive investment, 
which for many family farmers is lit
erally everything they own: the risk of 
lost production or the risk of market 
price collapse. 
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the risk of market price collapse over 
the long haul are farmers with huge 
capital reserves. Those are not family 
farmers like family farmers where I 
come from. Those are huge corporate 
farms dramatically changing the face 
of agriculture production in this coun
try and ultimately eliminating family 
farming as we have known it. 

May we say family farming, it is an 
idea whose time has come and gone. We 
have got to move forward. Wait a 
minute. Food production in this coun
try has given our consumers the high
est quality, the greatest abundance and 
the lowest price of any country in the 
western world. Our approach at farm 
policy works and it has worked very, 
very well. 

I oppose the approach of the amend
ment, which would eliminate the safe
ty net and eliminate family farms. I 
have the very same reservations about 
the bill, which ultimately eliminates 
the safety net and will eliminate fam
ily farms, but just because I have seri
ous reservations about the bill does not 
mean the amendment is any better. In 
fact, the amendment is even worse. I 
urge its opposition today. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
do not intend to take long so we can 
move to a vote on the gentleman's 
amendment. 

I would just point out, in response to 
the gentlewoman from Colorado, who 
might want to visit with the assistant 
secretary of trade for agriculture, Sec
retary Schroeder, that we are spending 
50 percent less under this bill than the 
previous bills, that we do provide con
servation compliance for 7 years. The 
farmer is not going to leave the farm 
when he has to maintain the conserva
tion compliance. I think we will have 
more crop land in production. As a re
sult, our consumers will probably 
spend less than a dime of their dispos
able income dollar for the very valu
able market basket of food. And we 
have reduced the payment that is being 
made available to farmers from 50,000 
down to 40,000. That is a 20-percent 
drop. We currently have something 
called zero 85 and zero 92 in current 
farm program law. I know that is very 
difficult to understand from the non
agriculture sector, but it allows the 
farmer to let the ground lay fallow for 
environmental purposes. Out in my 
country, we do not get much rain so 
there are some years that the farmer 
would like to have the ground lay fal
low. It is called summer fallow. 

That is why we have the program 
that if you say, OK, if you let the 
ground lay fallow and you improve 
your conservation practice, you get 85 
percent or 92 percent in regards to your 
payment. Some program, it is an envi
ronmental program. Farmers are not 
simply going to walk off the farm and 
not farm in regards to these payments. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, for 
the reasons already delineated, I op
pose the amendment, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to take a couple of min
utes to point out something, I think, 
for Members who have not served on 
the Committee on Agriculture and do 
not know that much about farm legis
lation. The old adage has been said 
here that this bill is basically a free
dom to farm. Under the present law, 
under the law that we have had ever 
since I have been here for 19 years, 
every farmer has had a right to farm or 
not to farm. Every farmer has a right 
to not follow the provisions that we 
have put in this bill. He just does not 
get the payments. 

I have a lot of farmers that do not 
participate in the program. They do 
not have to participate. No farmer has 
ever had to participate. There is no re
quirement that any farmer participate 
in the current program. If he does par
ticipate, the Government just says you 
have to do certain things. And if you 
do those things, then you may be enti
tled to a payment, depending on what 
the prices are in the marketplace. That 
is all it has been. That is all it ever 
was. So every farmer has had that 
right to freedom to farm. 

The only thing, the difference be
tween that program and this program 
basically is what the gentleman from 
Kansas wants to do is basically you do 
not have to farm and you still get your 
payment. That is what bothers me. It 
is not a little payment. We are not 
talking about $500 a month. We are not 
talking about $3,000. We are talking 
about up to $80,000. If you have a mar
keting loan for cotton, you are talking 
about $230,000 in 1 year. You are talk
ing about farmers out here in certain 
parts of this country that are going to 
get up to $1 million over 7 years, and 
they do not even have to farm. That 
does not make sense to me, folks. It 
really does not, especially when we are 
cutting back on school lunch programs. 
We are cutting back on AFDC. We are 
cutting back on food stamps for needy 
kids to eat, and we are going to tell 
wealthy farmers, wealthy investors, 
some of which are in New York, that 
you do not have to farm and we will 
give you $80,000, $90,000, $100,000 a year 
for the next 7 years. I just do not think 
that is the way you do agriculture pol
icy. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

My friend from Kansas said this is 
not freedom from work. Of course, 
farmers are among the hardest working 
people in this society. And the major-

ity of people in this program will con
tinue to work hard. But it is 
uncontestable that this bill will not re
quire them to. 

If there are people who have decided 
they have had enough, if there are peo
ple who have decided they want to do 
something differently, they can, and 
they do not have to do any farming. 
The owner of the land will get these 
payments no matter what happens on 
the land. That is uncontestable. 

As a matter of fact, let me give you 
the analogy. Members have said, you 
have to have a transition. We need to 
change the existing status quo. It 
would mean instead of doing term lim
its, you would do a program called free
dom to legislate. And under freedom to 
legislate, any sitting Member of Con
gress right now would be entitled to 
the congressional salary on a slightly 
declining base for the next 7 years 
whether you ran or not. You could run 
for Congress and get your salary, or 
you could not run for Congress and get 
your salary. Most Members of Congress 
would probably want to run, as most 
farmers would like to farm. But those 
Members of Congress who would like to 
use their freedom to legislate to not 
legislate, sit home and collect the 
money would be able to do so. The free-

. dom to legislate bill would make ex
actly as much sense as the freedom to 
farm bill. It would be a way to transi
tion down, move some Members out 
and pay them to do absolutely nothing. 

For those who might be so unkind as 
to suggest that we are now paying 
some existing Members to do abso
lutely nothing, I have nothing to say. 
But in fact for most Members who 
work very hard, the prospect of free
dom to legislate might be very com
fortable. So, yes, many farmers under 
this bill would be, if they got the 
money, able to continue, would con
tinue farming. 

On the other hand, the rationale for 
the agriculture programs, and this is 
the heart of this, is pay the farmers to 
do whatever they would otherwise do. 
This bill takes $35 billion in Federal 
money and says to farmers, some of 
whom are quite wealthy, some of whom 
are not, Here, do whatever you were 
going to do anyway. Grow whatever 
you want to grow; quit, if you want to 
quit. Whatever it is you with to do, you 
can do and you get the Federal money 
in addition. That makes it a welfare 
program. 

The original notion in the farm pro
grams, and they became, I think, dis
torted and should have been done away 
with, but they were, the Federal Gov
ernment will pay you in return, in part 
for your doing certain things. It would 
supply management. I do not think it 
worked very well, but at least it was an 
effort to make it a quid pro quo. 

What this says it, yes, we made a 
mistake, the Federal Government. We 
should not have been telling you what 
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to do. Therefore, we will pay you any
way. This is a mistake. I hope the 
amendment is passed and, if not, the 
bill is defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] , as modified. 

The amendment, as modified was re
jected. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 104-463. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CHABOT 
Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CHABOT: PAGE 

48, AFTER LINE 17, INSERT THE FOLLOWING NEW 
SUBSECTION: 

(1) EARLY TERMINATION FOR COTTON.-Not
withstanding subsection (a)(l), marketing 
assistance loans and loan deficiency pay
ments under this section for upland cotton 
and extra long staple cotton shall be avail
able only for the 1996, 1997, and 1998 crops of 
upland cotton and extra long staple cotton. 

(m) EFFECT ON CONTRACT PAYMENTS OF 
MARKETING LOAN GAINS AND LOAN DEFI
CIENCY PAYMENTS FOR UPLAND COTTON.-If a 
producer obtains a loan deficiency payment 
under subsection (e) with respect to upland 
cotton or receives a marketing loan gain 
under subsection (d) by reason of repaying a 
marketing assistance loan for upland cotton 
at a rate that is less than the loan rate es
tablished for upland cotton under subsection 
(b) and the producer is entitled to payments 
under a production flexibility contract, then 
the Secretary shall deduct the total amount 
of the loan deficiency payment or marketing 
loan gain from subsequent contract pay
ments to be made to the producer. The Sec
retary shall make the deduction in equal in
stallments over the remaining term of the 
contract. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
CHABOT] and a Member opposed each 
will be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to share the time allocated to me with 
respect to managing the debate on the 
amendment with the ranking minority 
member, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA], and that the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] be 
designated as the majority Member re
sponsible for controlling our respective 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
CHABOT]. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, 
which I am pleased to offer along with 
my friend from Massachusetts, Mr. 

KENNEDY, will significantly reform tax
payer subsidies to cotton growers. As 
you know, the Cotton Program is the 
epitome of corporate welfare. Everyone 
involved with the Cotton Program gets 
a subsidy-except the taxpayers who 
foot the bill. The Cotton Program is an 
affront to hard-working American citi
zens who are farced to finance these 
corporate hand outs. 

Since 1986, taxpayers have forked 
over an average of $1.5 billion each 
year to inflate the profits of producers. 
For every dollar that the cotton con
glomerates made by selling their cot
ton, the taxpayers were forced to spend 
another 33 cents to support the Cotton 
Program. 

Now, many believe that farm pro
grams such as the Cotton Program ben
efit small farmers. That's simply not 
true: The Cotton Program benefits a 
few powerful special interests. The top 
20 percent of cotton producers reap 
some 80 percent of the Cotton Pro
gram's benefits. And in 1993 alone, four 
of the largest cotton growers received 
more than $1 million in Government 
payments, while Ol.l..:1 .cotton magnate 
received a staggering $4.4 million. 

In fact , as the Environmental Work
ing Groups points out, and I quote , 
" the top 2 percent of cotton program 
recipient&-just 2,776 very large farm
ing operations-will each be eligible to 
earn nearly $419,999 over the next 7 
years under the House bill. That 
amounts to an average of more than 
$59,800 per recipient per year for 7 
years." So much for the argument that 
the Cotton Program helps ' 'small farm
ers." 

Moreover, many of those lucky few 
who get this Government hand out 
don't even live on a farm: Between 1985 
and 1994, cotton producers who hap
pened to live in Los Angeles reaped 
some $1.9 million in cotton payments, 
while cotton producers who lived in 
that small rural community on the Po
tomac-Washington, DC-took in some 
$138,169. 

Now, if the Cotton Program isn' t a 
glaring example of corporate welfare, 
then I don't know what is. 

Here 's how the Cotton Program 
works: Huge cotton agribusinesses are 
able to take taxpayer-financed loans 
which are set at a Government-estab
lished rate. If cotton prices are lower 
than this rate, then cotton growers pay 
back the loan at the lower market 
value, and not at the Government-es
tablished rate. In other words, cotton 
producers pocket the difference be
tween the market value and the Gov
ernment-established rate. In agri
business circles, this is know as a mar
keting loan gain. 

While this so-called gain is a boon to 
cotton producers, it is a significant 
loss to the taxpayer: Since 1992, these 
gains have cost taxpayers over $1.l bil
lion alone. 

The Chabot-Kennedy amendment 
would eliminate this loss to the tax-

payer, just as Chairman ROBERTS' 
original Freedom to Farm Act would 
have done. 

Our amendment would do two things: 
First, we would stop allowing huge ag
ribusinesses from taking these loans 
after 1998. Second, if these agri
businesses were to realize a gain in the 
remaining 3 years that they are eligi
ble for these loans, the amount of the 
gain would be deducted from the cotton 
producers transition contract. 

Efforts to reform the Cotton Pro
gram are supported by a broad coali
tion of groups including the National 
Taxpayers Union, Citizens Against 
Government Waste, Taxpayers for 
Common Sense, The Heritage Founda
tion, Friends of the Earth, Public 
Voice for Food and Heal th Policy, the 
Environmental Working Group, and 
the Competitive Enterprise Institute. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues ' 
support for the Chabot-Kennedy 
amendment. 

D 1630 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I would point out that 

the subject is always usually discussed 
in terms of the boondoggle to huge cor
porate farms. The Marketing Loan Pro
gram has been one of the truly success
ful programs of the Cotton Program. It 
is ironic that it is available to every 
cotton producer. It is ironic that at a 
time that the previous amendment was 
defeated, which would have killed all 
farm programs, this amendment at
tempts to single out and effectively 
kill the farm program. It is also ironic 
that this amendment is being proposed 
to eliminate the market loan for cot
ton while the legislation that is before 
us authorizes the same Marketing 
Loan Program for all other commod
ities, leaving, if this amendment were 
successful, only the Cotton Program 
that did not have it. 

It was where the program began, and 
it has worked extremely well. Market
ing loan moves cotton in the market
place. It has been primarily responsible 
for the fact that today cotton for the 
last 2 years has set all-time highs, 
therefore having no Government pay
ments at all, and the option to that 
would 'Qe having the Government buy 
and store that cotton. This is not a 
phaseout, it is an immediate kill, but 
it would leave all of the other pro
grams still subject to marketing loan, 
and marketing loans, I might add, are 
still subject to payment limitations as 
they have been. 

It has been a very successful pro
gram, Mr. Chairman. It is unfortunate 
that a number of people who have abso
lutely no concept of how the program 
works want to be the ones that want to 
try to kill it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY]. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com
pliment the gentleman for his great 
work in this area. I know that he wants 
to get rid of some of these corporate 
boondoggles. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, first of all, let me thank my 
friend, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
CHABOT], who is I think doing a tre
mendous job at trying to identify ways 
that we can cut back on some of the 
excess Government spending. As we 
both support a balanced budget, it is 
important that we go through all of 
the programs that we are spending bil
lions of dollars on and try to find 
where there is potential waste and 
abuse, and I appreciate the efforts that 
he has made in making certain that 
this particular issue of the additional 
largess which we are providing to cot
ton farmers, that goes well beyond any 
of the other farming communities in 
this country, is brought to light and 
given a vote, and I appreciate the gen
tleman's efforts. 

Cotton may be the fabric of our lives 
in all those TV commercials, but this 
program is turning the lining of the 
pockets of pleated pants-wearing plan
tation magnates into gold. Whereas we 
once had over a million cotton produc
ing farmers, we now have roughly 
147 ,000. That small family farmer that 
grows cotton by and large does not 
even participate in the Federal Govern
ment farm program that we are target
ing. Instead, the Cotton Program has 
become a Government guaranteed enti
tlement program for large and wealthy 
cotton farmers. 

I know that reforms in the Market
ing Loan Program were attempted 
originally by the chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture, the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] and he is 
quite sincere in his interests to reduce 
Government involvement in the Agri
culture Department and to move to a 
freer market. But regardless of one's 
position on the bill, we almost recog
nize the hard and sincere efforts that 
the gentleman from Kansas, Chairman 
ROBERTS, is making in trying to make 
our farms come through to the 21st 
century. 

Nonetheless, this bill has a special 
goodie planted in the small lines in the 
wording of the legislation, which has 
grown into a rather large "we." The 
Cotton Program with this goodie rep
resents the fleecing of the American 
taxpayer. The Marketing Loan Pro
gram for cotton extends taxpayer-fi
nanced marketing loans to cotton 
farmers and creates a situation where 
the U.S. taxpayer may be left exposed 
to unlimited liability and likely to 
total into the billions of dollars. 

Why should we create a program 
where right now the Cotton Program 

does not even cost the taxpayer money 
this year, but what we are going to do 
is provide $700 million next year, an
other $700 million the year after that? 
But that is not good enough. That is 
what all the programs are going to get 
under the buyout that Chairman ROB
ERTS has provided. One thing we are 
going to do is we are going to reach 
back in and provide a special Market
ing Loan Program like no other in the 
country. 

Now, it could be argued, and I am 
sure it will, that the Marketing Loan 
Program is an important aspect assist
ing cotton farmers in this country. And 
maybe what we ought to do is do what 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DOOLITTLE] says, which is go strictly to 
a Marketing Loan Program. But to try 
to get both the Marketing Loan Pro
gram and the 650 or 700 million dollars 
at the same time is tantamount to just 
reaching into the back pocket of the 
taxpayers of this country without hav
ing any regard for the reasonableness 
with which $700 million is currently 
being appropriated. 

I think that it is time that we stand 
up and say that we are interested in 
helping small farmers. But if we look 
at where the money goes in this pro
gram, it does not go to small farmers. 
The vast majority of the funds in this 
program go to the wealthiest farmers 
in this country, and we ought to wean 
ourselves off of dependence of the 
wealthiest farmers. 

Corporate America can take care of 
itself, but let us not go after poor wel
fare mothers and then not go after cor
porate welfare, and that is what this 
bill does not if we do not reform the 
cotton program. 

I appreciate the gentleman's efforts, 
and I look forward to continuing to 
work him on this and other issues. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, 
sometimes it is difficult to sit here on 
the floor and to truly understand what 
it is that who is amending and for what 
purpose. 

This is not a newly created program. 
In 1985, we had seen the cotton indus
try in the United States deteriorate to 
an alarmingly low level, and it was rec
ognized that unless we found a way to 
be competitive in the international 
marketplace, that it was going to con
tinue to deteriorate, and therefore the 
market loan was put into place. And it 
has been very, very successful, so suc
cessful that the gentleman from Massa
chusetts was correct a moment ago 
when he said it was going to cost zero 
this year. 

That has been one of the things that 
has puzzled me about why we are 
changing such a successful cotton pro
gram to the degree that we are. 

But the bottom line here is if we 
have something in place that is work
ing, why would we want to change it? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, is it not true that right now 
the program, as was said, is not costing 
the taxpayer any money? Is it not true 
that under the compromise that the 
gentleman from Kansas, [Mr. ROBERTS] 
worked out that there will be a pay
ment of about $650 to $700 million made 
to cotton farmers this year? 

Mr. STENHOLM. No, sir; if I can re
claim my time, only if the market 
drops and it is required to maintain a 
competitive position in the inter
national marketplace, which no one 
foresees for this year and, in fact, into 
next year. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman further 
yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNE.UY of Massachusetts. Did 
that, in fact, occur in years 1992, 1993, 
and 1994? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I am happy to re
spond to the gentleman. The gen
tleman from Ohio made some of the 
most outlandish statements regarding 
the costs and the aspects of this that I 
could possibly hear. If we are con
cerned about fiscal responsibility of 
the cotton program, let us look at the 
record from the 1990 farm bill. From 
1991 to 1995, we have expended a total 
of $5.9 billion, an average of $1.2 billion 
per year. Under the proposal that we 
are now looking at for the next 7 years, 
it is proposed to cap that spending. It 
was not capped in 1992 to 1995, but we 
will cap that spending at $4.1 billion, or 
an average of $600 million per year. 

Now, that is a 50-percent cut. 
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen

tleman from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 

appreciate the gentleman yielding, and 
I do not pretend to be an expert on 
farming, but it does seem to me that 
we are now talking about a program 
that used to work on some kind of mar
ket-related issue that was mandated by 
Federal law that is now being con
verted to a guaranteed payment of $650 
to $700 million a year. 

Mr. STENHOLM. If I could reclaim 
my time, the gentleman admitted a 
moment ago he did not know much 
about agriculture and farming, and I 
respect that because I do not pretend 
to know a lot about other areas of pro
grams that come before this body. But 
I do know something about the cotton 
industry, and the purpose of this pro
gram was to see that our cotton indus
try can compete in the international 
marketplace. If I were to stand here 
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today and say I have a bill before the 
House that will enable a $122 billion in
dustry in the United States to set 
records for product ion, consumption, 
export, price, investment, and job cre
ation over the next 5 years, we both 
would be supporting it. I do not under
stand why you are opposing it. 

We have the most successful program 
for cotton in the history of the cotton 
program because it allowed us to do 
the one thing that we need to do , and 
that is, compete with subsidies from 
other countries. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman is getting it both ways. The 
fact of the matter is, we are going to 
get the guaranteed payment like no 
other crop except rice in this bill, 
going to get the guaranteed payment of 
$650 and $700 million out of the Govern
ment, then we are going to come back 
through the back door and we are 
going to get another marketing loan 
program grant. What is the problem? 

Mr. STENHOLM. If I can reclaim my 
time, the only way there will be an ex
penditure for any other amount of 
money is if the world market price col
lapses and we need again to maintain 
the industry in a competitive position 
in the world marketplace. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] , and I ask 
him to yield to me as well. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to have the gentleman con
cur in this comment. One of the con
cerns we have heard throughout a lot 
of the discussion is the fact that there 
are payments being made for doing 
nothing. There are no marketing loan 
payments being made for doing noth
ing. A farmer has to produce. The cot
ton has to be produced, the cotton has 
got to move into the marketplace, and 
as the gentleman from Massachusetts 
said in his statement, there has been 
no cost for the program. The program 
is working. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. As 
I understand it, we are going to take 12 
percent of the freedom to farm funding 
as, you just mentioned, $5 billion. That 
roughly equates to about $650 million. 
That $650 million goes to these farmers 
whether they grow or not, first. 

Second, the truth of the matter is 
that that is not good enough. That is 
what everybody else gets. Where the 
gentleman is going to go is, he is going 
to reach in and get the marketing loan 
program as well, going to double it. 
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Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

P/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr . THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I would tell Members that most of 
the amendments we are going to be 
looking at over the next hour or so are 
really ill-advised. It is ironic that at a 
time we have a bill on the floor in 
which we are finally phasing out Agri
culture subsidies, that people want to 
jump in, and for whatever reason they 
are offering these amendments, to 
score points somewhere for somebody. 

The only factual statement I have 
heard since I have been on the floor 
was the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] admitting that he did 
not understand farming. That I will 
agree with. Everything else I have 
heard is absolutely ridiculous. This is a 
program tied to the world price of cot
ton. It is a 5-year loan structure. Drop 
the high year, drop the low year, and 
average the rest. It was revolutionary 
when it was presented. ~That it does is 
guarantee that we can compete in the 
world marketplace . 

We had no bale carryover last year 
because we were successful against the 
other subsidized countries in a product 
that is fought over in the world. This 
program is going to be phased out. Just 
sit back and watch it, something that 
the Members on the other side of the 
aisle never ever delivered when they 
were in the majority. 

Mr. Chairman, what this is, is an at
tempt to go after one particular com
modity when all the other commodities 
have loans as well in a phase-down pe
riod, and what we ought to do is let the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] 
the chairman of the Committee on Ag
riculture 's program work. 

This is an ill-advised amendment. It 
is an opportunity to utilize a lot of 
loaded words to characterize a program 
which, frankly, has been very bene
ficial to the United States in the world 
market. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, the cotton program, 
as well as many of the other commod
ity programs, were originally devised 
during the Depression. These things 
were supposed to be temporary, as 
many of the things which came into 
law during the Depression years were 
supposed to be temporary. 

We have a program which is supposed 
to benefit relatively small cotton farm
ers. The fact of the matter is, as I stat
ed before, 80 percent of the benefits go 
to the top 20 high-income agri
businesses, cotton farmers in this 
country. The money is corporate wel
fare. That is where it is going. I want 
to be very up front here. What I would 
have preferred to do and what I also of
fered with the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. OWENS] is to eliminate all 

farm subsidies, all price supports, alto
gether, 1 year after that bill passed. 

We are not going to get there right 
away. This is one st ep. This is an im
provement in this particular farm bill , 
and I hope this amendment passes. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, we are 
not going to have enough time to cor
rect all of the misstatements. This cot
ton program was not started in the De
pression. It began in 1985 and has been 
one of the most successful programs we 
have. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 seconds to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in the 
strongest possible opposition to the 
Kennedy-Chabot amendment, which 
eliminates one of the greatest success 
stories in American agriculture. As a 
matter of fact, it is hard to understand 
why two so well-motivated legislators 
as the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] and the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. CHABOT] would offer such a 
thing. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong opposi
tion to the Kennedy-Chabot amendment which 
eliminates one of the greatest success stories 
in American agriculture. The cotton marketing 
loan is the single most market-orientated, 
competitive agricultural program to ever be 
written in any measure. 

I need only share a few examples to high
light the frivolous nature of this amendment. 
Since implementation of this program, domes
tic mill consumption has increased, world mar
ket share has increased, world exports have 
increased, and related U.S. economic activity 
has increased. 

This all adds up to Jobs. The Cotton Mar
keting Loan Program has proven successful 
even in the face of the unprecedented disrup
tion in the global cotton market caused by the 
break-up of the former Soviet Union. How can 
one argue with this success and the jobs this 
program has created? 

Domestic cotton production does not drive 
the world cotton market, but the cotton mar
keting loan has allowed our Nation's family 
cotton farmers to compete toe-to-toe against 
heavily subsidized competition in the global 
marketing arena. The jobs created by this pro
gram are a great example of the link between 
domestic farm production and our domestic 
manufacturing production base. 

In these tepid economic times, this body 
must be doing everything reasonable to create 
jobs-not leave farmers, textile mill workers, 
and various agribusinesses to name only a se
lect few-out in the cold. 

Matter of fact, this program has done so 
well in creating jobs and making a domestic 
industry competitive against foreign competi
tion that other farm industries are seeking to 
copy it. How can one argue with this success? 

I urge my colleagues to stand behind Amer
ican jobs, stand with American workers, and 
farmers and reject this amendment. 
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Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 15 seconds. 
Mr. Chairman, the cotton program 

was started back in the Depression. 
This particular marketing loan pro
gram was started back in 1985. This is 
just one among many programs that 
started back in the Depression that we 
are still living under, we are still get
ting ripped off. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. THOMAS] just made a 
statement on the floor of the House 
suggesting that this program was like 
every other program. I admit that I am 
not an expert on farm programs, but I 
wonder why we cannot enter into a le
gitimate debate about the fact that no 
other commodity has this particular 
benefit of the marketing loan program, 
except rice. Every other commodity 
has to flow to the free market price, 
and if the market goes down, the farm
er makes up the difference and gets 
some help from the government. 

But in the marketing loan program, 
unlike all the other programs; there is 
an additional benefit. That benefit has 
not cost the taxpayer money this year 
because the price of cotton has sky
rocketed, but the truth of the matter is 
over the course of the last several 
years, the price of cotton has been so 
far below what it is today that it has 
cost the American taxpayer over $1.5 
billion. 

What we are trying to do here is pre
vent that kind of fleecing of America, 
that kind of situation where people get 
an additional benefit that is in the fine 
print. OK, maybe everybody in Amer
ica is not such an expert on this, but 
maybe it requires somebody who is not 
such an expert to go through this bill 
and to make certain that somebody is 
not getting something for nothing, 
which is what the marketing loan pro
gram is about. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I go back to the discussion of this 
loan versus the other loans. When it 
was created in the 1980's, not in the 
1930's, it was tied to the actual price of 
the product. All of the other loan pro
grams were tied to artificial cost-of
production models, which do not have 
any relation to the real world. It is 
ironic that the gentleman chose the 
loan program that is tied to the real
world price of the commodity, and all 
the other loan programs are tied to fic
titious numbers. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Re
claiming my time, Mr. Chairman, I 

talked to a cotton farmer in this insti
tution, the gentleman from California 
[CAL DOOLEY] and he said maybe we 
should go to the marketing loan pro
gram, but then you get rid of your 
other $650 million. What you want is 
both. You want the $650 million and 
you want the marketing loan program, 
and that is a ripoff, I would say to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM
AS]. That is a ripoff. 

Why do we not do it? If you want to 
go back to marketing loans and do it 
truly based on the real price of the 
world market, I am happy to do it, but 
do not come in here pretending like 
you are an expert and suggesting that 
because you are an expert, you get to 
fleece the American taxpayer, which 
what is going on here. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DOOLEY]. 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this amendment, because I 
think in fact we should be moving to
ward the marketing loan. The market
ing loan is a market-based mechanism 
that provides a safety net to farmers. 
It has worked in the past when com
modity prices have dropped. It has pro
vided a level of income protection to 
farmers that have ensured that we 
have not have widespread bankruptcies 
in the cotton sector. 

What I think the gentlemen who are 
offering this amendment should be op
posed to, which really is a fleecing of 
America, is the $700 million in freedom 
to farm payments that are going to be 
made to cotton farmers next year, 
when we have the opportunity today to 
lock in a cotton price in the December 
futures that is ahead of the target 
price. That is what is the fleecing of 
America, a program that is being of
fered under the freedom to farm that is 
going to ensure taxpayers are going to 
be on the hood for $700 million in direct 
payments. 

The marketing loan is where we 
should be, because the marketing loan 
does provide that level of safety net, 
the level of protection that is market
based. That is the direction we ought 
to be going in. 

Just last year, for an example, the 
cotton program only cost the tax
payers of this country $29 billion. Next 
year when we are going to have almost 
identical cotton prices in this country 
under the freedom to farm, we are 
going to be making payments from tax
payers of $700 million to cotton farm
ers. That is wrong. But the marketing 
assistance loan is an important tool 
that ought to be maintained. 

The fact, in the freedom to farm pro
posal, there is a marketing loan that is 
provided for all commodities. Under 
this amendment, what you would be 

doing is that you would be eliminating 
cotton as being the only commodity 
that did not have a marketing loan. 
That would be a bad policy. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
l1/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I would very much like to 
suggest that the program which the 
gentleman from California [CAL 
DOOLEY] just suggested is in fact prob
ably the direction that we ought to be 
going with in regard to cotton policy in 
this Congress. That policy is not going 
to come to be. 

What is going to come to be is a $700 
million giveaway to cotton farmers 
next year for producing the exact same 
amount of cotton they produced this 
year without a subsidy, and they are 
going to get a marketing loan program 
to boot. What we ought to be doing is 
we ought to be looking at transitioning 
to a free-market economy. That is 
what the suggestion of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DOOLEY] would do. 

Because we cannjt get that accom
plished, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
CHABOT] and I have an amendment that 
would knock out some of the guaran
teed payments that are going to be 
paid to the cotton farmers, 80 percent 
of which are going to the richest cot
ton farmers in the century, send a mes
sage to the cotton farmers, send a mes
sage to the so-called experts who are 
fleecing this country that it has to 
come to an end; that $700 million this 
year for cotton that was produced last 
year without a penny worth of subsidy 
is enough. We do not need a marketing 
loan program on top of the $700 mil
lion. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. LUCAS]. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment to rip the heart out of the 
current cotton program represents 
probably the greatest step backward in 
American industrial policy that any 
Member of Congress has proposed in 
many years. This amendment would 
pull out the cornerstone of the most 
successful Federal agricultural pro
gram any Congress has ever designed. 
In a sea of failed agriculture policy, 
the current cotton program is a pro
gram that truly works. Both the Amer
ican taxpayer and the cotton industry 
can point to its success. 

Following the lean years in the 1980's 
cotton's marketing loan has revitalized 
our country's most important indus
tries. We have gone from an "also ran" 
in the world cotton market to a mar
ket leader. As world demand increases, 
the cotton industry's positive influence 
on the U.S. economy will only grow. 
We should not take any congressional 
action that will inhibit this growth. 
This amendment most assuredly would. 
I would urge its defeat. 
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Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. CHAMBLISS]. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, 
today I rise in support of cotton farm
ers throughout the country and urge 
my colleagues to oppose the Chabot
Kennedy amendment. I agree with the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY] that we ought to be moving 
towards market-oriented farm pro
grams, and that is what we absolutely 
have with the current marketing loan 
program in the cotton industry. 

Quite simply, farmers took the risk 
during the 1980's to set up the market
ing loan program, despite comments 
from critics that it would not work. 
But it has worked, and every other 
commodity is now seeking to emulate 
the marketing loan program of the cot
ton industry, because when prices are 
high, there is no marketing loan pro
gram. There is no need for it. But in 
times when cotton industry prices are 
low, there is a need for this loan pro
gram, and that is when it is activated. 

I really do not understand why we 
are picking on cotton today. Cotton 
has created some 350,000 clean, good 
jobs in the United States. The retail 
value of the end products exceed $122 
billion annually. It is the cornerstone 
of one of the great industries in this 
country, the textile industry. We con
tribute generously to the export of this 
country. I urge the defeat of this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE 
LA GARZA] has Ph minutes remaining, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT] 
has one-half minute remaining; and the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] 
has 1 minute remaining, and has the 
right to close. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this program contin
ues at really great expense to the con
sumers and the taxpayers. Our amend
ment is pro-taxpayer, it is pro-free 
market, and I want to emphasize again, 
the groups that support this are 
Friends of the Earth, the Public voice 
for Food and Health Policy, the Envi
ronmental Working Group, the Na
tional Taxpayers Union, the Heritage 
Foundation, the Competitive Enter
prise Institute, the Council for Citizens 
Against Government Waste, and the 
Taxpayers for Common Sense. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very 
good amendment. It would be a good 
addition to the farm bill. I would urge 
its passage. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, 
again, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DOOLEY] made the most relevant 
argument. This amendment goes at ex
actly the wrong target. The market 
loan has worked very, very well. It is 

not a guaranteed payment. To hear 
that this is a guaranteed payment, 
there are no projected costs for the 
market loan program this year, be
cause the price of world cotton is way 
above the loan. Therefore, there are no 
projected costs. 
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But it is the purpose of having the 

program in place, like a few years ago 
with the collapse of the former Soviet 
Union; when that collapsed, there was 
a tremendous increased volume of cot
ton on the market. At that point in 
time, had it not been for the market 
loan, we would have seen depression 
prices in the cotton market in the 
United States. But because the market 
loan was there, yes, it cost some 
money. It cost some money, but it 
worked for the purposes of an industry 
that is providing tens,-if not hundreds 
of thousands, of jobs in the United 
States. 

This amendment is targeted, the 
rhetoric at least that I have heard 
today, is targeted at the wrong area. If 
you are concerned about thi:... :."fational 
Taxpayer Union and spending, this bill 
that we are talking about today cuts 50 
percent from what was spent over the 
last 5 years. That is a pretty good 
record for any program I know. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remainder of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, when I came here, we 
had a 16 million bale carryover. The 
world was in complete disarray. Mexico 
was afraid we were going to dump. We 
had tremendous problems. Then we 
came up with this type of program. 

I was in Korea about that time when 
they told me with very much pride, 
"Look, this is Texas cotton, Texas cot
ton." We started losing that market, 
then this program came along. It was 
doing what it was intended to do. 

Unfortunately, many of our col
leagues only aim at areas outside their 
area for market cuts. But this has been 
a good program. It has helped, and I 
can attest to that fact. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY], 
who represents the largest per-acre 
cotton produced in this country in any 
congressional district. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, 
when we look at all the different ap
proaches that have been tried in agri
culture since the 1930's, I think the 
marketing loan has got to be one of the 
most successful and it seems to me 
silly to throw out one of the things 
that has worked the best. If we looked 
at the estimates, better than 90 percent 
of the cotton that trades on the world 
market has some sort of price support 
or subsidy of one kind or another. 

When we look at the amount of agri
culture that we produce in this coun
try, about one-third is generally ex
ports, but about half the cotton is ex
ported. 

Our key competitors in cotton are 
the centrally planned economies, like 
the Soviet Union, former Soviet Union, 
and China. In that environment, our 
cotton exports have gone up from 
about 2 million bales to about 7 million 
bales under the marketing loan pro
gram when we are competing against 
countries like that. 

The marketing loan has allowed us to 
compete with these other countries 
without big government costs, without 
costing the taxpayers a lot of money. If 
we have a program like that that 
moves the commodity, does not incur 
storage costs and yet allows us to com
pete in the world market, why would 
we not want to do more of it? As a mat
ter of fact, that is exactly what this 
underlying bill does. It expands it to 
other commodities. 

The amendment should be rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 167, noes 253, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker(CA) 
Barr 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bereuter 
Berman 
B1lbray 
B111rak1s 
Blute 
Borski 
Brown <OH) 
Brown back 
Bunn 
Buyer 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Chabot 
Christensen 
Clay 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Cox 
Coyne 
Crane 
Cremeans 
Cunningham 
Davis 
DeFazto 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Ehrl1ch 
Engel 
Engl1sh 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Fawell 
Flanagan 
Fogl1etta 

[Roll No. 33] 
AYES-167 

Forbes 
Ford 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks <NJ) 
Frel1nghuysen 
Frtsa 
Gejdenson 
Goodling 
Goss 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hancock 
Harman 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Hostettler 
Jackson (IL) 
Jacobs 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
King 
Klink 
Klug 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Largent 
Lazio 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Martini 
Mascara 
McHale 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 

McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
M1ller(FL) 
Minge 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Moran 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neumann 
Ney 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Reed 
Rohrabacher 
Ros· Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Rush 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(WA) 
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Souder 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Studds 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tate 
T1ahrt 

Abercrombie 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barela 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Be Henson 
Bentsen 
Bevill 
Bishop 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon1lla 
Bon1or 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Chrysler 
Clayton 
Clement 
Cl1nger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cond1t 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cub1n 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Deal 
Dell urns 
D1a.z-Balart 
D1ckey 
D1cks 
D1ngell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Dool1ttle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Evans 
Everett 
Ew1ng 
Farr 
Fattah 
Faz1o 
F1elds (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
F1lner 
Flake 
Foley 

Tork1ldsen 
Torres 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
V1sclosky 
Waldholtz 
Wamp 
Waters 

NOES-253 
Fowler 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
G1llmor 
G1lman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graham 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Ham1lton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hast1ngs (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
H1lleary 
H1lliard 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Ingl1s 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson , E. B. 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennelly 
K1ldee 
K1m 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis(CA) 
Lew1s(GA) 
Lew1s(KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
L1nder 
Lip1nski 
Lucas 
Manton 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mccarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McKeon 
Meek 
M1ller (CA) 

Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
White 
Wolf 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zel1ff 
Zimmer 

Mink 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson <FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Qu1llen 
Ra.danoV1ch 
Ra.hall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Shadegg 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith(MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torr1cell1 
Towns 
Traficant 
Volkmer 
Vucanov1ch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Ward 
Watt (NC) 
Watts(OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
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W1lliams 
Wilson 

Bryant (TX) 
Burton 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Furse 

Wise 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING-11 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Livingston 
Markey 

0 1724 

Wynn 
Young (AK) 

McKinney 
Myers 
Neal 
Stokes 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois for, with Mr. Myers 

of Indiana against. 
Ms. Furse for, with Ms. McKinney against. 

Mr. LATHAM and Ms. RIVERS 
changed their vote from " aye" to "no ." 

Messrs. CONYERS, ALLARD, 
WHITE, HOBSON, MINGE, YOUNG of 
Florida, PAXON, SCARBOROUGH, 
CREMEANS, LUTHER, and QUINN, 
and Mrs. W ALDHOLTZ, Mrs. SMITH of 
Washington, and Mrs. SEASTRAND 
changed their vote from " no" to " aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, during rollcall vote Nos. 31, 
32, and 33 on H.R. 2854, I was unavoid
ably detained at a funeral in the Dis
trict. Had I been present, I would have 
voted on rollcall vote No. 31, " no" ; 
rollcall vote No. 32, " no" ; and rollcall 
vote No. 33, " no. " 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 104-463. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SHAYS: Page 51, 

strike lines 4 and 5, relating to the loan rate 
for quota peanuts, and insert the following: 

(2) LOAN RATE.-The national average 
quota loan rate for quota peanuts shall be as 
follows: 

(A) $610 per ton for the 1996 crop. 
(B) S550 per ton for the 1997 crop. 
(C) S490 per ton for the 1998 crop. 
(D) S430 per ton for the 1999 crop. 
(E) $370 per ton for the 2000 crop. 
(F) S310 per ton for the 2001 crop. 
Page 59, line 2, add at the end the following 

new sentence: " Notwithstanding the loan 
rate actually in effect under subsection (a)(2) 
or (b)(l), for purposes of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall use a national average quota 
loan rate of $610 per ton and the loan rate for 
additional peanuts that corresponds to such 
national average quota loan rate.". 

Page 61, strike lines 16 and 17, relating to 
the effective period of the peanut program, 
and insert the following: 

(h) CROPS.-Subsections (a) through (f) 
shall be effective only for the 1996 through 
2001 crops of peanuts. For the 2002 and subse
quent crops of peanuts, the Secretary may 
not make price support available, whether in 
the form of loans, purchases, or other oper
ations, to peanut producers by using funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation or under 
the authority of any law. 

Page 61, beginning line 18 through line 10 
on page 63, strike "2002" all six places it ap
pears and insert "2001". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule , the gentleman from Connecticut 
[Mr. SHAYS] and a Member opposed will 
each be recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to share the time allocated to me with 
respect to managing the debate on this 
amendment with the ranking minority 
Member, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA], and that the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING] , the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Risk 
Management and Specialty Crops, be 
responsible for controlling our respec
tive time limitations. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
yield 10 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York [Mrs. LOWEY], and that 
she be allowed to manage that time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
0 1730 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would first like to thank the chair
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
for honoring his word and allowing 
these amendments to this very impor
tant agricultural bill, particularly al
lowing this amendment. 

I do not know what its fate will be. I 
may have an idea. I do not know, but 
the gentleman has kept his word_ He 
has been a gentleman throughout the 
process, as have all the members of the 
Committee on Agriculture. I thank 
them for that. I also thank the Com
mittee on Rules for making this 
amendment in order. 

Quite simply, Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment eliminates a Depression 
era program started in the 1930's, the 
quota program for peanuts, a program 
that basically establishes a price in the 
United States that is double the world 
price, a program that basically says 
that if you own a quota, you are al
lowed to farm peanuts and only if you 
own the quota. 

Approximately two-thirds of those 
who own quotas do not farm peanuts 
anymore. It is farmed by people who 
pay rent to have these quotas. We are 
looking to eliminate this program. I 
cannot think of a program that needs 
to be eliminated more than this. I can
not think of a program more compat
ible with elimination to a Republican 
frame of mind than that which elimi
nates a quota program for farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we are offering the 
Shay-Lowey-Castle-Jacobs-Neumann-
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Torres amendment to phase out a pro
gram that epitomizes wasteful ineffi
cient government spending. The peanut 
program supports peanut quota holders 
at the expense of 250 million American 
consumers and taxpayers. This out
dated program is based on a system 
reminiscent of feudal society. 

Quotas to sell peanuts are handed 
down from generation to generation, 
and two-thirds of the quota owners do 
not even grow peanuts themselves. In 
fact, it is amazing to me that in the 
United States of America, because of 
this antiquated system, farmers are ac
tually told and it is made clear to them 
that they cannot grow and sell their 
peanuts domestically. They can grow 
the peanuts if they do not have a 
quota, but then they have to sell them 
abroad. 

The GAO has estimated that this pro
gram passes on $500 million per year in 
higher peanut prices to consumers, and 
the program costs the Federal Govern
ment $120 million every year in admin
istrative costs. What does that mean to 
the average American family? 

As a mother who made peanut butter 
and jelly sandwiches for her three chil
dren for many, many years, I find it 
unacceptable that it forces American 
families to pay an average of 33 cents 
more for this jar of peanut butter. In 
other words, when you go into a store 
and you are making a lot of peanut 
butter and jelly sandwiches, you are 
paying 33 cents more. And that is not 
peanuts. 

Eliminating this program will lower 
the price of peanuts and put dollars 
and cents back in the pockets of Amer
ican families. A Public Voice study 
which tracked the price of peanuts set 
by the Government and the retail price 
of peanuts showed that, as the Govern
ment price goes up, so does the retail 
price. And as the Government price 
goes down, the retail price follows suit. 
Lowering the price of peanuts is also 
good for American jobs. I want to made 
it clear to my colleagues that lowering 
the price of peanuts is good for Amer
ican jobs because the price of peanuts 
in the United States is so high, peanut 
butter and candy bar manufacturers 
are leaving the United States to open 
up plants in Canada and Mexico. The 
peanuts can be purchased there at the 
world market price, half the U.S. price, 
and the finished product could then be 
brought into the United States and 
sold here. 

We must, in my judgment, lower the 
artificially high price of domestic pea
nuts to save these manufacturing jobs. 
If you have ever had a Snicker, look at 
the back of that Snicker. It says made 
in Canada. 

That is why the list of groups sup
porting elimination of the program is 
long and diverse: from the Heritage 
Foundation to Public Voice, from the 
National Taxpayers Union, Citizens for 
a Sound Economy to the Consumer 
Federation of America. 

My colleagues who support the status 
quo in the peanut program will say 
that the bill we are debating today al
ready contains real reform of the pea
nut program. In my judgment, that is 
just simply not true. The cosmetic re
forms that were included in this bill do 
not address our concerns with this pro
gram and could very well result in even 
higher consumer prices by forcing the 
Secretary of Agriculture to further re
strict domestic production of peanuts. 

Our amendment addresses the real 
problems with the peanut program. 
Clearly, when the Congress is cutting 
mass transit subsidies, the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting, school 
lunches, Medicare, we cannot ignore 
programs that really do not work. 

I urge my colleagues to stand up for 
American consumers, support this 
amendment. It is good policy and it is 
true reform. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from North Carolina, 
[Mrs. CLAYTON]. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think we just need to say no to the 
Shays-Lowey amendment, not because 
we do not need reform or not that we 
do not need change to make our pro
gram far more competitive in the glob
al economy, but this amendment does 
not do that. 

Let me tell my colleagues, small 
farmers and minority farmers in my 
State are going out of business. Why? 
Because of the high cost of production, 
for the technology that is required, the 
large amendment of land that is re
quired. In the peanut factory, produc
tion of peanuts, growing, you can have 
small amounts of land. You do not need 
a large investment. 

If we wanted to ratchet down and 
make sure that we have just a few pea
nut producers, then support the Shays
Lowey amendment. If we want to pro
tect small farmers, protect minority 
farmers, then we want to give an op
portunity of a safety net. Only when 
they need it will we provide that oppor
tunity. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Shays-Lowey amendment. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me say first that the subcommit
tee dealing with specialty crops, we 
went out into the country and we held 
hearings on our efforts to reform pea
nuts and sugar and other specialty 
crops. We visited with producers, peo
ple like all of us visualize on the farms 
of America, good people, hard-working 
people, honest people who depend on 
the peanut production of this Nation to 
make a living. What we do here today 
with the peanut program does not af
fect big business, corporate America. It 
affects real people in America who 
farm and grow peanuts for all of us to 
consume. 

What did we come up with? Well, 
what we came up with is a program 
that eliminates a lot of Government. 
The old program had gotten out of 
whack. There was an escalator that 
went up that never came down. That is 
gone. We eliminated restrictions on 
quota, sale, and lease and transfer. And 
we eliminated undermarketings. We 
went ahead and we said, we have to ad
dress costs. We eliminated the quota 
minimums. We increased marketing as
sessment so that this program will be 
no cost to the taxpayer. 

So when we talk about other social 
programs, I do not know how that af
fects peanuts, because we are not going 
to cost this Government anything. 
What we are going to try and do is 
keep the small farmer, the farmers of 
America across the South in the pea
nut business, whether it is from Texas 
to Georgia, wherever it is. We are try
ing to make our peanut program more 
market oriented and yet preserve, as 
the gentlewoman said, a safety net, 
protect the American peanut program 
from programs that are subsidized 
around the world and would like to 
have access to our markets to destroy 
our peanut program. 

We are going to live with the GATT, 
and we are going to let more peanuts 
into America's market. It will be good 
for the Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 20 seconds. 

First off, the minorities only hold 13 
percent of all the quotas but only 3 per
cent of the production. And two-thirds 
of the people who own the quotas do 
not even farm the land. They live in 
New York, London. They just get a 
payment called a quota. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield l1/2 minutes to 
the gentlemen from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BASS]. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I regret 
the fact that the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. SHAYS] and I and other 
folks that are from the North are sup
porting this amendment. Global warm
ing is really going to have to take off 
before we see too much peanuts in 
Delaware or Connecticut or New Hamp
shire or New York. But I also find it 
difficult, as a newcomer here, to be
lieve that in this day and age we have 
quotas in effect in this country that 
are so strict that we set the price at 
more than double in the United States 
than it is anywhere else in the world. 

I would say that, although this 1930's 
system was intended to help American 
farmers, the peanut program in fact is 
having the opposite effect on small 
peanut farmers. As my colleagues may 
know, the current quota system forces, 
as the gentleman from Connecticut, 
Mr. SHAYS said, 68 percent of these 
farmers to expend a tremendous 
amount of their operating capital to 
rent these quotas. In addition, the cost 
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of the seeds which are also set, bought 
artificially, that inflates the quota 
price as well. 

These farmers tend to be small opera
tors who are unable to purchase the 
land as a result of the economic con
straints on the system. Essentially, the 
Federal Government has mandated a 
sharecropping system that insulates 
the quota owners from any market 
fluctuations. This is not what the 104th 
Congress is all about. This is a bill 
that-or an amendment that everybody 
should support if they believe in any
thing anywhere close to the free-mar
ket system. 

In closing, I hope that Members will 
support this amendment which will end 
the quota system benefiting the small 
farmer. His costs will be reduced and, 
most of all, American consumers will 
benefit from reduced cost of product. 

D 1745 
Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentlewoman from Flor
ida [Mrs. THURMAN], a most eloquent 
speaker for rural programs in agri
culture. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
Shays amendment does not save con
sumers any money. Who then benefits 
from this amendment? Not consumers. 
Do not expect the cost of that jar of 
peanut butter or that candy bar to de
crease any time soon. Retail peanut 
butter prices have increased three 
times faster than the farm price of pea
nuts over the past 15 years. Yet U.S. re
tail prices of peanut products are lower 
or competitive with other developed 
countries. One can see that from this 
chart. 

Let us take a simple question, and I 
ask this question: If the price paid to 
farmers is reduced, would the savings 
be passed on to the consumers? I never 
got an answer to that question. They 
certainly did not tell me that they 
would be. 

Take a look at these charts. Does 
anybody really expect that the price of 
a candy bar will go down if we end this 
program? Peanuts comprise a small 
portion of the cost of this candy bar. 
Eliminating the program will not af
fect the price paid by consumers; only 
the manufacturers will benefit. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, before I 
yield to my colleague, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

I would like to respond to my col
league from Florida. In addition to 
candy bars, we are talking about pea
nut butter, we are talking about salted 
peanuts, we are talking about the kind 
of peanuts that are distributed on air
planes. And, in fact , there was a study. 
The Public Voice for Food and Heal th 
Policy study of peanut processors be
tween 1989 and 1993 showed clearly that 
as the Government set the price, pea
nuts went up, the retail price went up. 
As the Government set it, the price 
went down, the retail price went down. 

So I think it is important to note 
that if the peanut industry is very 
competitive and, in fact , if their costs 
go down, it does affect, according to 
these studies, the price of the actual 
jar of peanut butter and the Snicker 
bar. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. JA
COBS] . 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, we 
heard a moment ago one of our col
leagues say that the purpose of the bill 
is to keep small farmers in the peanut 
business. Let us be more accurate. It is 
to keep some small farmers in the pea
nut business. 

If Fidel Castro issued an edict that 
certain Cubans could not grow peanuts 
for human consumption, then that 
would be that much more grist on the 
mill of my good friend and colleague 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] for his leg
islation. He would call that a dictator
ship. But that is exactly what the U.S. 
Government does. I can grow the best 
peanuts on earth, I can invent an en
tirely new approach to peanuts. That 
would not make any difference. I could 
not sell them on the market unless I 
had permission from my large sibling 
in Washington. 

That is what this really comes down 
to. When it comes to peanuts in this 
country, it is a government of the pea
nut cartel, by the peanut cartel and 
against the people, and it ought not be 
tolerated in a free society. 

I urge support of this amendment. 
Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. EVERETT]. 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, much 
has been said about this program by its 
opponents and the national media. 
Very little , almost nothing, I might 
add, has been based on facts. Program 
opponents motivated primarily by big 
candy manufacturers and peanut but
ter manufacturers would lead us to be
lieve that a candy bar or a jar of pea
nut butter would cost less if the peanut 
program was eliminated. 

What they do not tell us is that 
American consumers pay less for pea
nut products than they do in Canada, 
14-percent less for peanuts, 10-percent 
less for peanut butter and 16-percent 
less for peanut candy. 

In fact, not one of these liberal con
sumer groups, but the GAO, the Gov
ernment Accounting Office, testified 
before Congress that consumers were 
unlikely to benefit from any reduction 
made to the peanut program. And, in 
fact , the gentlewoman's claim that the 
program adds 33 cents of cost to the 
consumer is factually inaccurate; it is 
untrue. Reforms, the reforms and 
modifications made in the peanut pro
gram, should satisfy even the peanut 
manufacturers except for their need to 
add to their bottom line. This is cor
porate greed, pure and simple. 

The program has been reformed. 
Some of those reforms: Loan rates have 

been reduced by 10 percent from 678 to 
610 a ton. We have program reforms 
such as operating at no cost to the 
Government. The price escalator has 
been eliminated. The quota floor has 
·been eliminated. Undermarketings has 
been eliminated. And if any colleague, 
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
SHAYS] and these others had read the 
bill, quota eligibility standards have 
been tightened to include only true 
producers, not the folks living in other 
countries and so forth . Only true pro
ducers would be eligible for quotas. It 
also has $434 million in deficit reduc
tion over 7 years. 

I urge a no vote on this mean-spirited 
amendment. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. BISHOP], another friend of the pea
nut program. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
oppose this phaseout amendment and 
support the reformed peanut program 
contained in the bill , which is known 
as cost- and market-oriented, for the 
rest of the world grows an inedible, 
poor-quality peanut that is pr~"1larily 
crushed for oil. 

The American farmer, who only 
grows 10 percent of the world's supply 
of peanuts, is the leading exporter of 
edible peanuts in the world. The United 
States grows a premium edible peanut 
known for its flavor, safety, and its 
quality. To reduce the peanut loan rate 
to a world market price is to ask 
United States farmers to match heav
ily subsidized Chinese peanut prices 
that have no relationship to the actual 
cost of production of peanuts in China. 

Consumers should also be warned 
that 50 percent of all imported Argen
tine peanuts examined by FDA fail 
United States health standards and 100 
percent of recent Chinese peanuts ex
amined by FDA have failed United 
States health standards. 

It is clear this amendment is not 
going to help anyone. It is going to 
hurt the peanut farmer in America, 
and it is going to hurt the American 
consumer. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Dela
ware [Mr. CASTLE] . 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate all the hard work of Chairman 
PAT ROBERTS and my colleagues in this 
area. We all agree on the need to re
form Federal farming programs, and 
this bill does make significant im
provements in many farm programs. 
Unfortunately, while some changes are 
made in the peanut program, it will 
continue to cost the consumer by pric
ing that commodity at artificially high 
levels. 

I strongly support this amendment 
because the peanut program is a 1930's 
program that benefits a small group of 
growers while penalizing the American 
consumer of the 1990's. 
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At a time when we are moving t o

ward market solutions, as this farm 
bill rightly attempts to do, why on 
earth are we continuing the antiquated 
status quo for growing peanuts? 

Mr. Chairman, you'd have to believe 
in Peter Pan to believe that this pro
gram works well and helps consumers 
and small farmers. 

As a result of this peanut subsidy, 
the hard-working American consumer 
pays up to $500 million more per year 
in higher food prices for peanuts and 
peanut butter. 

And the peanut program is not just 
unfair to the American consumer. It is 
unfair to many farmers. Believe it or 
not, two-thirds of those who own pea
nut growing licenses are not even farm
ers. If any farmer wants to grow pea
nuts for domestic sale-he can not be
cause there are a limited number of 
quotas that are owned in many cases 
by wealthy nonfarmers. We need to ask 
ourselves why we are allowing a Gov
ernment program to protect this spe
cial group from fair competition? The 
peanut subsidy is a bonanza to a select 
few, who certainly are not America's 
hardworking family farmer. 

Mr. Chairman, the facts are clear: 
This subsidy is completely outdated 
and has outlived its purpose. If you 
want to help working families , Amer
ican consumers, and small farmers, 
vote for the Shays-Lowey-Castle-Ja
cobs-Neumann-Torres amendment. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, 
again this is a no-net-cost program. 
The arguments that are being made on 
behalf of the consumer cannot be justi
fied by any arithmetic that anybody 
can put forward. This one pound of pea
nut butter, the farmers ' price is 48 
cents, the manufacturer price is $1.87. I 
do not see how anyone can get 33 addi
tional cents in this little bottle of pea
nut butter at the farmers ' expense. 

The bottom line is this, and the sur
vey done in my district-and I happen 
to represent both quota and nonquota 
growers; I have got both sides. All of 
them agree that the program as re
formed under the committee bill is 
definitely a step in the right direction 
that we need to go. They object to the 
610 price support cut, cutting 10 per
cent of the gross income. Ask anyone 
watching or listening or in this audi
ence right now if his pay was cut 10 
percent, how would he feel? 

That is the argument before us 
today, an additional 10 percent on top 
of another 10 percent will be very dis
ruptive to a very important industry to 
this country. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield P/2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. JONES]. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to urge my fell ow Members to 
support the House Committee on Agri
culture peanut program. 

The reforms within this bill are ex
tensive . The peanut program will be
come a no net cost to the taxpayer, a 
$434 million saving. Specifically, the 
support price has been cut 10 percent, 
reducing the farmers ' income by 20 per
cent, or $200 million annually. Even 
after these and other reforms, urban 
lawmakers want to further reduce the 
price or completely do away with the 
program. 

My fellow Members, further reduc
tions to the price support level or 
elimination of the program altogether 
will cause the economic ruin of Ameri
ca's 15,000 peanut farm families and the 
thousands of rural communities they 
support. Furthermore, American con
sumers will not benefit from lower 
prices if the program is eliminated. In 
fact , American consumers already 
enjoy the lowest peanut prices in the 
world. 

Vote for reform. Vote " no" on the 
Shays-Lowey amendment. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICH
ARDSON] . 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
urge a no vote on the reform programs 
in the bill. 

The peanut program contained in this bill re
forms the program as we now know it so that 
it keeps generating thousands of jobs in Amer
ica and providing a quality, steady supply of 
peanuts at no cost to the American taxpayer. 

I am all for rooting programs out of Govern
ment that are ineffective and costly. 

However, the peanut program proposed in 
this bill will not cost the American taxpayer $1 
and will continue to put 15,000 Americans to 
work. That does not sound like an inefficient 
or expensive program to me. 

Let me tell you about the peanut farmers I 
represent in New Mexico. They work hard ev
eryday to produce a high-quality, nutritious 
crop. Their hard work produces one-third of 
the total revenue in their county. 

Last year, these peanut farmers were asked 
to make some changes in the program be
cause we are all concerned about deficit re
duction. The peanut growers made those 
changes because they are concerned about 
the future of this country too. 

As an advocate of free trade let me tell you 
what this amendment means. This amend
ment means we are putting our own farmers 
at a disadvantage. 

By voting for this amendment you are say
ing that peanut farmers in Argentina and 
China are more important to you than our 
American farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would kill a 
program that is cost-neutral to our country's 
economy. Vote "no" on this amendment. 

AMENDMENT TO PEANUT PROGRAM WILL COST 
THOUSANDS OF JOBS 

An amendment proposing even deeper 
cuts in the peanut program than al
ready contained in the Freedom to 
Farm bill (H.R. 2854) could cost tens of 
thousands of Americans their jobs and 
put most peanut farmers out of busi
ness. 

PRICE CUT AND PRODUCTION REFORMS ALREADY 
WILL COST 5,656 JOBS 

The 10-percent price cut and elimi
nation of a legislated minimum pro
duction floor in the Freedom to Farm 
bill already may cause 5,656 working 
Americans to lose their jobs, according 
to an Auburn University study. Most of 
these will be non-farm jobs. Total eco
nomic impact of just these two provi
sions alone will be $492 million. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSES FURTHER PRICE CUTS 

An amendment will cut the American 
farmer's domestic price even more-by 
54 percent! This proposed price reduc
tion will not reduce Government spend
ing since the peanut program already 
is guaranteed to be a no-cost program 
under the Freedom to Farm bill. 

FURTHER CUTS WOULD PUT MOST PEANUT 
FARMERS OUT OF BUSINESS 

Farm credit studies show that 66 per
cent of American peanut farmers will 
be denied financing if the support price 
is even cut 20 percent. 

PEANUT FARMERS ARE SMALL, FAMILY 
FARMERS 

The 16,194 American farms which 
bi:ow peanuts are small, family farms 
averaging only 98 acres of peanut pro
duction, according to the U.S. Census 
of Agriculture. 

MOST PEANUT PRODUCING AREAS ALREADY 
HAVE A 20-PERCENT POVERTY LEVEL 

Seventy-seven percent of the coun
ties in the heart of the peanut-produc
ing region of America already have a 
20-percent poverty rate or higher. 

ELIMINATING PEANUT PROGRAM COULD 
INCREASE GOVERNMENT SPENDING 

Eliminating the peanut program 
could actually increase Government 
spending by eliminating the $83 million 
in budgetary reduction assessments 
contained in the Freedom to Farm bill . 
Eliminating the program also could 
cause a $190 million forfeiture and 
crushing of all peanut inventories in 
area marketing pools. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. TEJEDA]. 

Mr. TEJEDA. Mr. Chairman, Mr. 
Speaker, this amendment would gut 
the peanut program in 7 years, sacrific
ing along with it the livelihoods of the 
hardworking farmers in my district 
and the businesses that serve them. 
Whole comm uni ties and an American 
way of life are at stake. 

Across this country, more than 15,000 
farmers participate in this program. 
Who are they? These farms are family
run, covering an average 98 acres. 

Some attack this program for having 
absentee landlords, but more peanut 
farms are owner-operated than wheat, 
soybeans, or cotton. 

Critics also attack the peanut pro
gram for being closed. As this chart 
shows, however, the number of new 
farms in the program is increasing. 

In any event, the bill itself takes 
steps to expand program participation, 
so this is no reason to destroy a suc
cessful farm program. 
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I urge my colleagues to vote against 

this amendment for the sake of the 
family farmer and for sustained quality 
production. 

D 1800 
Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman I yield 

l1/2 minutes to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN]. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, 
America is a country of extremely good 
people whose compassion leads them to 
do good and effective things. They 
know something is wrong in America 
right now. The Government is doing 
what no American family can do, 
spending more money than it has in its 
checkbook every month. Today we are 
considering the farm bill, and I con
gratulate the gentleman from ·Kansas 
[Mr. ROBERTS] and the committee, on 
getting the farm bill to the floor today. 

This amendment to end peanut sub
sidies gives us the opportunity to put 
one more piece in making America 
great again into place. The peanut sub
sidies are little more than corporate 
welfare. They cost taxpayers Sl20 mil
lion a year, and then they cost the con
sumer $500 million a year in higher 
prices at the store. In this amendment, 
we have the opportunity today to end 
one more form of corporate welfare. I 
urge support of this amendment. To
gether, we will make America great 
again. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
BROWDER]. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, a cen
tury ago Sherman marched through 
and destroyed the South. I express my 
opposition to the Shays-Sherman 
amendment, and urge defeat of this. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Vir
ginia, whom we call "Peanut" SISISKY. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the Shays amendment. I rep
resent a rural district in southern Vir
ginia that depends very heavily on the 
peanut business. This amendment is a 
big loser for districts like mine, so it is 
no surprise that I am against it. But 
how about the rest of you? It is hard to 
see what good this amendment would 
actually do for anybody. It simply does 
not live up to its billing. After all, 
what is the point of this? Is it to re
duce the deficit? No. The committee 
reforms already make it a no-cost pro
gram. 

Is it to lower consumer prices? No. 
The money saved from paying farmers 
less for their peanuts will not be passed 
on to the consumers, according to 
economists at many universities. I 
could give you that criteria. 

Critics of the peanut program have 
proposed some changes over the years, 
and many of them are included in the 
committee bill. The bill already cuts 

the support price by 10 percent, with no 
increases allowed to keep up with 
costs. 

The quota system is reformed and the entire 
program is simplified. 

This is not exactly the peanut farmers' wish 
list. But eliminating the program altogether 
would be so much worse. Farmers would lose 
their credit. Most small peanut farmers would 
be put out of business. Thousands more 
Americans would lose their jobs. 

There's no reason why any of this has to 
happen. I really don't see what this amend
ment would accomplish, other than running a 
lot of small family farmers out of business. I 
think the small farmers in my district-and 
across this country-deserve better than that. 

I urge Members to reject the Shays amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, let us do what is 
right. I do not know about these cor
porate fellows, but I have small farm
ers that come to see me. Those are ·the 
ones we need to protect. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
JoN Fox. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the Shays
Lowey amendment. Under this amend
ment consumers would pay $500 per 
year in higher food prices because of 
the peanut program, according to GAO. 
We can change all that with the Shays 
amendment. Peanut growers are now 
being hurt because higher prices for 
peanuts are a leading cause in the re
cent turndown in demand for peanut 
products. 

The environment, as well, is being 
hurt because the land on which peanuts 
are being grown is overworked. 

There is broad support for repealing 
the quota and price support for pea
nuts. Small farmers, consumer groups, 
free trade organizations, labor unions, 
and businesses all support ending this 
kind of program, which has been 
termed corporate welfare. I support the 
Citizens Against Government Waste, 
who have come out against this pro
gram. 

I believe the Shays-Lewey amend
ment is a step in the right direction for 
the country, for consumers, and for 
business. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Oklahoma, Mr. FRANK LUCAS. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment that is the pending busi
ness before the House should be enti
tled, "the how many rural economies 
can we wreck amendment of 1996." 
Simply put, the Shays, Lowey amend
ment will devastate rural economies 
throughout the South. 

The opponents of the peanut program 
wanted a no-cost program. The peanut 
provisions of H.R. 2854 create a no-cost 
program that represents a $434 million 
savings to the Government. 

The opponents of the program want
ed a significant cut in the support 

price. This bill has a significant cut in 
the support price and will reduce farm
er income by more than 20 percent or 
roughly S200 million. 

The opponents wanted reform of the 
quota system. This bill reforms the 
quota system. 

Further reductions in the price sup
port level or elimination of the pro
gram altogether will cause the eco
nomic ruin of thousands of farm fami
lies, rural banking systems, and the 
country towns they support. 

We have truly reformed the program. But for 
some people, I guess that's not good enough. 
It seems the sponsors of this amendment 
want to exact as much pain out of rural Amer
ica as possible. I would urge my colleagues to 
join me in voting against the amendment. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] a 
supporter of the peanut program. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment, because 
the program in the bill is revenue neu
tral, and the amendment will hurt 
farmers and not benefit consumers. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida, 
Mr. PETE PETERSON. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, I strongly oppose this 
amendment. This morning I brought 
this little bag of peanuts in the carry
out here in the Congress. It cost 50 
cents. My farmers will receive 4 cents, 
four pennies, out of that 50 cents. That 
farmer took all the risk. That farmer 
took every bit of the risk: from pes
ticides, whether or not he had the rain
fall, whether or not the land was up 
and running; the whole risk. The man
ufacturer got all of the money. 

That is what we are doing here. We 
are not taking care of the farmers, Mr. 
Chairman. The small farmers of Amer
ica are suffering because of the actions 
we are taking on this farm bill. The 
peanut program is not hurting Amer
ican consumers. In fact, if Members 
will look through here, they will see 
quality peanuts. If we pass this, we will 
see Chinese and Argentine peanuts, 
which are not going to be nearly the 
quality of what we are talking about. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to 
vote "no" on this very, very bad 
amendment. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
l1/2 minutes to my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ZIMMER]. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard a number 
of times on the floor this afternoon 
that the peanut program is conducted 
at no net cost to the taxpayer. That is 
true only if you use the term "tax" in 
its narrowest sense. This is not a tax 
that we pay on April 15 with our form 
1040, but it is a tax, nonetheless. It is a 
tax of hundreds of millions of dollars a 
year on American consumers, and they 
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pay it every time they buy a jar of pea
nut butter. It is a tax of 40 cents on 
each jar of peanut butter. It is a regres
sive tax, because the people who are 
poor, who are scraping by to make ends 
meet, need a nutritious food like pea
nut butter, and they pay a dispropor
tionate share of their income. 

Mr. Chairman, who benefits from this 
tax? A very small number of farmers. 
Less than 22 percent of the peanut 
farmers get more than 80 percent of the 
benefits of this tax. It is costing us jobs 
in this country, because it is forcing 
the producers of peanut products out of 
this country. It is a bad deal for Amer
ica and it is a bad tax for America. I 
urge the adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 114 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Missouri, Mr. BILL EMERSON. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished subcommittee 
chairman by yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi
tion to the Shays-Lowey amendment 
and in support of the peanut program 
as reported from the Agriculture Com
mittee. The plan passed by Agriculture 
Committee represents reform while 
maintaining the marketing structure 
that has been one of the most effective 
and cost-efficient components of Amer
ican agriculture. 

Contrary to what some would like us 
to believe about this program, peanuts 
are not closed to new production and 
do not hinder free trade. In many pea
nut producing areas, this program is 
what separates farmers now putting 
groceries on the table from financial 
ruin. I urge my colleagues not to aban
don the rural towns and communities 
whose livelihood is dependent upon 
peanut production and vote against 
this amendment. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self my remaining time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. ROSE] is rec
ognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I have been 
in this body for 24 years. I have heard 
a lot of stories, but the story today 
that if you do away with the peanut 
program you are going to save the 
American consumer some money is 
just about as big a pile of bunk as I 
have ever heard. I want to ask my 
friend , the gentleman from Connecti
cut [Mr. SHAYS], if he will engage me in 
a colloquy. I would appreciate it. 

We held the GAO hearings on the 
GAO report that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SCHUMER] asked for, 
sugar and peanuts. The General Ac
counting Office corrected some of the 
things they said in that document that 
the gentleman is thumbing through 
right now. They said that the con
sumer that they spoke of in that report 
was the first purchaser of the peanut, 
not the people who eat them. I said, did 
you ask the big peanut manufacturers, 
" Are you going to pass these savings 

on to the housewife if you get a cut in 
support price?" They said yes, we 
asked them; and they said no, we would 
not do that. 

I have made offer after offer to the 
peanut manufacturers: " If you will 
pass on to the housewife the savings, 
we will cut the price support. " They 
have never agreed to it. What are you 
all smoking, telling your colleagues in 
this House that these savings are going 
to be passed on to the housewife? It is 
not going to happen. 

Mr. SHAYS. If the gentleman will 
yield, Mr. Chairman, in response to his 
question, I am not smoking anything. 
But to respond to your question, the 
GAO report makes it very clear that 
the farmers are being paid double the 
world price. They are being paid over 
$600 per ton, whereas the world price is 
closer to $350. 

Mr. ROSE. I thank the gentleman for 
his answer. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman, who is chair
man of the subcommittee, is correct. 
We have reformed this program. Great 
strides have been made. Why would the 
gentleman continue an assessment on 
the peanut grower at $610 a ton, while 
you phase the price support down to 
$310 a ton, except for a punitive streak 
in your legislation? Why would you do 
that? 

Mr. SHAYS. If the gentleman will 
yield, we do it for a number of reasons. 
First off, the peanut farmers make a 
killing in this program at the expense 
of the consumer. If they do not want to 
be part of the program and make that 
payment, there is nothing that re
quires them to do it. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his answer. This is 
candy day, boys and girls. This is about 
nothing but Hershey's. The reports 
from the stock market say that if 
these amendments pass, get out there 
and buy yourself some Hershey's stock. 
Sugar and peanuts spell candy. This 
amendment is for the candy manufac
turers of America. It guts the little 
peanut farmer. 

The program is not broke, it does not 
need fixing, it does not cost anything. 
Stick with the subcommittee. Vote 
" no" on this amendment. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would re
mind the gallery that they are here as 
guests of the. House, and any mani
festation of approval or disapproval of 
the proceedings is in violation of the 
rules of the House. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11h minutes to our distinguished col
league, the gentlewoman from Mary
land, Mrs. CONNIE MORELLA. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Shays-Lowey amend
ment to phase out the Peanut Program 
in 7 years. 

Peanuts cannot be sold for fresh use 
in this country unless they are grown 
on land that has a quota for peanut 

production. The system prevents new 
farmers from growing peanuts. Only so 
many U.S. producers are permitted to 
produce peanuts for the U.S. market. 
Their production is limited to esti
mated domestic demand, or just below, 
to guarantee them a congressionally 
set support price. 

Like most Americans, I knew little 
about the Peanut Program before I 
came to Congress. In 1990, two of my 
constituents came to me asking for 
changes in the Peanut Program. Ed 
and Ann Zinke operate a small busi
ness in my district called Ann's House 
of Nuts. When Ed decided that he want
ed to grow peanuts, he was told that he 
could not. When Ed looked into the 
Peanut Program, he could not believe 
that the United States operated such 
an antiquated system and that he 
could be arrested for attempting to 
grow peanuts in Maryland. 

The vast majority of production oc
curs in the southeastern United States. 
When weather conditions are adverse 
in this region, a shortfall occurs in pea- · 
nut production-1991 was a bad crop 
year for peanuts. There was a drought 
in the Southeast, and prices for shelled 
peanuts more than doubled on the 
wholesale level. Peanut butter, a staple 
of the American school lunch menu, all 
but disappeared when peanut prices 
rose. 

Mr. Chairman, the existing quota and 
price support program for peanuts is 
anticonsumer, anticompetitive, and in
efficient. It needs to be changed. I urge 
my colleagues to support the Shays
Lowey amendment. 

0 1815 
Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. CHAMBLISS]. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in opposition to the Shays
Lowey amendment. For over a year 
now, we have been working very hard 
and very closely with the different seg
ments of the peanut industry. We have 
crafted reforms that transfer the pea
nut industry into the 21st century and 
prepare our farmers to compete in a 
global market, save American jobs, and 
do not destroy an industry. 

That is the simple message that I 
bring to the well today. Do we want to 
reform the peanut industry in America 
or do we want to destroy it? That is 
where we are with this amendment. 
The reforms we made over the last 
year, the byproduct of tough negotia
tions and real compromise, in good 
faith we have tried to satisfy the crit
ics. 

I want to take a minute to satisfy 
some of those critics today. They have 
gotten up here and have complained 
about out-of-state quota holders own
ing peanuts. We have done away with 
that in our reform bill. You have com
plained about the cost of the peanut 
program to the taxpayer. We have done 
away with that in our program. 
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My colleagues have talked about ar

tificial costs to the housewife. As the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ROSE] has just said, we had testimony 
under oath by Ben Smith, who is a vice 
president, a man that I respect, of 
Tom's Peanut Industry in Columbus, 
GA. In Albany, GA, on April 25, Mr. 
Smith under direct examination said, if 
you lower the cost of the peanuts to 
the farmer, it will not lower the cost of 
the product to the housewife. 

That Snickers bar that the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] 
held up a while ago has less than 2 
cents [Mrs. LOWEY] held up a while ago 
has less than 2 cents' worth of peanuts 
in it, albeit Chinese peanuts, I might 
add. If you gave them the peanuts, 
would they lower the cost of that 
Snickers bar? Absolutely not. That jar 
of peanut butter that we have has less 
than 48 cents' worth of peanuts in it to 
the farmer. If we gave them the pea
nuts, would they lower the cost of 
that? I tell my colleagues, Mr. Smith 
says no, they would not. 

1\Tow, that is not GAO. That is not 
GEE. That is the guy that sells the 
peanut butter, the guy that sells the 
crackers in the store. If my colleagues 
want a reform program, this is it. If 
they want to destroy an industry, vote 
"yes. " I urge a " no" vote on this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] has 3% 
minutes remaining, the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] has 1% 
minutes remaining, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. EWING] has% minute 
remaining, and the right to close. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA 
GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time, and I rise against the amend
ment. 

I rise in strong opposition to the Shays 
amendment. This amendment wreaks havoc 
on rural communities across America that al
ready will suffer substantial income and jobs 
losses because of the painful reforms in H.R. 
2854, the Agricultural Market Transition Act. 

The reforms already required by the Repub
lican farm bill will result in 5,600 jobs being 
lost in peanut production regions and total 
economic losses of almost $500 million. With 
the reforms already required in the Republican 
farm bill almost half of all U.S. peanut farmers 
will face credit eligibility problems in their com
munities. Mr. Chairman, the reforms are al
ready too painful to peanut farming commu
nities. 

The Shays amendment will double the pain 
and suffering that will already be reeling from 
the cuts in H.R. 2854. This is an unconscion
able amendment when one considers that 
more than 75 percent of peanut farming com
munities have poverty rates that exceed 20 
percent. 

The meanness of the Shays amendment is 
further exacerbated by the fact that this farm 

bill fails to provide rural development funds to 
help rural communities, like these peanut 
farming communities, meet the painful transi
tion being forced by the Agricultural Market 
Transition Act. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I just want to reiterate a few points 
on why I support this amendment. Not 
just because it is a feudal system that 
has been in place for years, not to help 
the small farmers but to help the 
wealthy farmers. It is documented 
today that two-thirds of the quota 
holders do not even farm. If we are 
really interested in protecting the 
small farmer, this is not it. Two-thirds 
of the quota holders do not even live on 
a farm. 

This is a competitive industry. Mr. 
Chairman, this is a competitive indus
try, and in my judgment, if we are 
talking about saving jobs and keeping 
people on the farm, let us remember 
these Snickers bars that are produced 
in Canada. The world price is $350 a 
ton, and we have artificially kept this 
up to above $600 a ton. The industry is 
moving, moving to Canada and moving 
to Mexico. 

So it seems to me, and I have con
fidence in our farmers, confidence in 
our country. If we really want to keep 
the farmers here, then we should allow 
them to be competitors. The non-quota 
holders should be given the oppor
tunity to be competitive as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment, which 
gradually reduces the subsidy so we 
can continue to be competitive in the 
world economy. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my colleagues 
that this is not a complicated issue. It 
is pretty basic stuff. We have a quota 
system that is really a relic of the De
pression era. It is a system in which if 
you want to grow peanuts and you do 
not have a quota, you cannot do it and 
sell it in the Connecticut market. It is 
a system that, if you actually had your 
own store and you wanted to grow pea
nuts and sell it in your own store, just 
like some illegal drug, you would not 
be allowed to do that. You would bear
rested, you would be breaking the law. 

This is a system that I believe most 
Republicans would find repugnant if it 
did not have the name farmer attached 
to it. This is a system where two-thirds 
of the people who have the quota do 
not even farm. This is a system that is 
costing the consumers of this country 
up to $500 million a year. This is a sys
tem that we should no longer have. 

Japan would love to emulate a sys
tem like this. I think they kind of do it 
for rice and we think it is an outrage. 
We have a system where if you have a 
quota you can sell, if you do not have 
a quota, in this country, an American 
farmer cannot produce and sell. This 
system needs to be repealed, and we do 
it over 7 years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] has 
three-quarters of a minute remaining, 
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
EWING] has 1114 minutes remaining and 
the right to close. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

We have heard a lot of rhetoric 
today. We have heard some things that 
are confusing and some things that are 
not true, like the gentlewoman from 
Maryland who said they could not grow 
peanuts. But we change that in this 
bill. They can now get quota, they can 
now have the right to grow peanuts. 

Mr. Chairman, this is real reform of 
the peanut program. But we did not 
decimate it, we did not rip it apart. We 
saved it for the peanut farmers of 
America, not for the big candy manu
facturers who are not going to pass 
that on. 

This program works, and the reforms 
in this program are real: Less govern
ment, no cost to the taxpayer, yet a 
safety net for the producers of America 
and, yes, much more market-oriented. 

Mr. Chairman, we have tried to de
vise a program that will preserve an in
dustry, will preserve jobs for American 

. farmers and manufacturers, yes, but 
without destroying something that is 
good in our society. Vote no on this 
bad amendment. 

The CHAIBMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 209, noes 212, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 34) 
AYES-209 

Allard Chrysler Foglietta 
Andrews Clay Forbes 
Archer Clement Ford 
Armey Conyers Fox 
Baker (CA) Cox Frank(MA) 
Baldacci Coyne Franks (CT) 
Barr Crane Franks (NJ) 
Barrett (WI) Cremeans Frelinghuysen 
Bartlett Cunningham Frtsa 
Barton Danner Gallegly 
Bass Davis GeJdenson 
Becerra DeFazio Gekas 
Beilenson DeLauro Gibbons 
Bereuter Dellums Gilchrest 
Berman Deutsch Gillmor 
Bil bray Doggett Gilman 
Blute Dooley Goodling 
Boehlert Doyle Goss 
Bono Dreier Gutierrez 
Borski Duncan Hall (OH) 
Brown (OH) Dunn Hamilton 
Brown back Ehrlich Hancock 
Bunn English Hansen 
Campbell Ensign Harman 
Cardin Eshoo Hayworth 
Castle Fattah Hefley 
Chabot Fawell Hinchey 
Christensen Flanagan Hobson 
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Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kim 
King 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martini 
Mascara 
McCarthy 
McDade 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bl1ley 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Clayton 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Coll1ns <MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cub in 
de la Garza 
Deal 

McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meyers 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neumann 
Ney 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Packard 
Pallone 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Reed 
Regula 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 

NOES--212 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Fowler 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Ganske 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
H1111ard 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Is took 

Rush 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(WA) 
Souder 
Stark 
Stockman 
Studds 
Talent 
Tate 
Thornton 
T1ahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waldholtz 
Wamp 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
White 
Wolf 
Yates 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kaptur 
K1ldee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lewis(GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
LiV1ngston 
Lucas 
Manton 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McKeon 
Meek 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obersta.r 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
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Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Qu1llen 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rose 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 

Bryant (TX) 
Colllns (IL) 
Furse 
McKinney 

Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith(TX) 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 

Thurman 
Torr1cell1 
Towns 
Traf1cant 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Ward 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
W1111ams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING-10 
Menendez 
Neal 
Solomon 
Stokes 

D 1843 

Wilson 
Young (AK) 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Ms. Furse for, with Ms. McKinney against. 

Mr. ORTON, Mr. HYDE, Ms. RIVERS, 
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. DAVIS, and 
Mr. MINGE changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, dur
ing rollcall vote No. 34 on H.R. 2854 I 
was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "yes." 

D 1845 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider Amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 104-463. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF 
FLORIDA 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. MILLER of 
Florida: 

Strike section 107 (page 69, line 18, through 
page 77, line 14), and insert the following new 
section: 
SEC. 107. RECOURSE LOANS FOR PROCESSORS 

OF SUGARCANE AND SUGAR BEETS. 
(a) SUGARCANE PROCESSOR LOANS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall make 

recourse loans available to processors of sug
arcane on raw cane sugar processed from the 
1996 through, 1999 crops of domestically 
grown sugarcane. 

(2) LOAN RATES.-Recourse loans under this 
subsection shall be made at the following 
rates: 

(A) In the case of raw cane sugar processed 
from 1996 crop, S0.165. 

(B) In the case of raw cane sugar processed 
from the 1997 crop, S0.15. 

(C) In the case of raw cane sugar processed 
from the 1998 crop, S0.135. 

(D) In the case of raw cane sugar processed 
from the 1999 crop, S0.12. 

(b) SUGAR BEET PROCESSOR LOANS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall make 

recourse loans available to processors of 

sugar beets on refined sugar processed from 
the 1996 through 1999 crops of domestically 
grown sugar beets. 

(2) LOAN RATES.-Recourse loans under this 
subsection for sugar refined from a crop of 
sugar beets shall be made at a rate, per 
pound of refined sugar, that reflects-

(A) an amount that bears the same rela
tion to the loan rate in effect under sub
section (a)(2) as the weighted average of pro
ducer returns for sugar beets bears to the 
weighted average of producer returns for 
sugarcane, expressed on a cents per pound 
basis for refined beet sugar and raw cane 
sugar, for the most recent five-year period 
for which data are available; plus 

(B) an amount that covers sugar beet proc
essor fixed marketing expenses. 

(c) CONVERSION TO PRIVATE SECTOR FINANC
ING.-No processor of sugarcane or sugar 
beets of the 2000 and subsequent crops shall 
be eligible for recourse loans under this sec
tion, and the Secretary of Agriculture may 
not make price support available, whether in 
the form of loans, payments, purchases, or 
other operations, for the 2000 and subsequent 
crops of sugar beets and sugarcane by using 
the funds of the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion or under the authority of any law. 

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE RULES.-
(1) NATIONAL LOAN RATES.-Recourse loans 

under this section shall be made available at 
all locations nationally at the rates specified 
in this section, without adjustment to pro
vide regional differentials. 

(2) LENGTH OF LOANS.-Each recourse loan 
made under this section shall be for a term 
.of three months, and may be extended for ad
ditional 3-month terms, except that-

(A) no loan may have a cumulative term in 
excess of nine months or a term that extends 
beyond September 30 of the fiscal year in 
which the loan is made; and 

(B) a processor may terminate a loan and 
redeem the collateral for the loan at any 
time by payment in full of principal, inter
est, and fees then owing. 

(e) USE OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA
TION.-The Secretary shall use the funds, fa
cilities, and authorities of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to carry out this section. 

(f) MARKETING ASSESSMENT.-
(1) SUGARCANE.-Effective for marketings 

of raw cane sugar during the 1996 through 
2003 fiscal years, the first processor of sugar
cane shall remit to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation a nonrefundable marketing as
sessment in an amount equal to-

(A) in the case of marketings during fiscal 
year 1996, 1.1 percent of the loan rate estab
lished under subsection (a) per pound of raw 
cane sugar, processed by the processor from 
domestically produced sugarcane or sugar
cane molasses, that has been marketed (in
cluding the transfer or delivery of the sugar 
to a refinery for further processing or mar
keting); and 

(B) in the case of marketings during each 
of fiscal years 1997 through 2003, 1.375 percent 
of the loan rate established under subsection 
(a) per pound of raw cane sugar, processed by 
the processor from domestically produced 
sugarcane or sugarcane molasses, that has 
been marketed (including the transfer or de
livery of the sugar to a refinery for further 
processing or marketing). 

(2) SUGAR BEETS.-Effective for marketings 
of beet sugar during the 1996 through 2003 fis
cal years, the first processor of sugar beets 
shall remit to the Commodity Credit Cor
poration a nonrefundable marketing assess
ment in an amount equal to-

(A) in the case of marketings during fiscal 
year 1996, 1.1794 percent of the loan rate es
tablished under subsection (a) per pound of 
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beet sugar, processed by the processor from 
domestically produced sugar beets or sugar 
beet molasses, that has been marketed; and 

(B) in the case of marketings during each 
of fiscal years 1997 through 2003, 1.47425 per
cent of the loan rate established under sub
section (a) per pound of beet sugar, processed 
by the processor from domestically produced 
sugar beets or sugar beet molasses, that has 
been marketed. 

(3) COLLECTION.-
(A) TIMING.-A marketing assessment re

quired under this subsection shall be col
lected on a monthly basis and shall be remit
ted to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
not later than 30 days after the end of each 
month. Any cane sugar or beet sugar proc
essed during a fiscal year that has not been 
marketed by September 30 of the year shall 
be subject to assessment on that date. The 
sugar shall not be subject to ·a second assess
ment at the time that it is marketed. 

(B) MANNER.-Subject to subparagraph (A), 
marketing assessments shall be collected 
under this subsection in the manner pre
scribed by the Secretary and shall be non
refundable. 

(4) PENALITIES.-If any person fails to 
remit the assessment required by this sub
section or fails to comply with such require
ments for recordkeeping or otherwise as are 
requirt: ::! oy the Secretary to carry out this 
subsection, the person shall be liable to the 
Secretary for a civil penalty up to an 
amount determined by multiplying-

(A) the quantity of cane sugar or beet 
sugar involved in the violation; by 

(B) the loan rate for the applicable crop of 
sugarcane or sugar beets. 

(5) ENFORCEMENT.-The Secretary may en
force this subsection in a court of the United 
States. 

(6) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
Congress that, given the prohibition on the 
provision of price support for sugarcane and 
sugar beets for the 2000 and subsequent 
crops, the need for the application of assess
ments under this subsection with regard to 
such crops should be reexamined at that 
time. 

(g) EFFECT ON EXISTING LOANS FOR 
SUGAR.-Section 206 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446g), as in effect on the day 
before the date of the enactment of this Act, 
shall continue to apply with respect to non
recourse loans made under such section be
fore such date. 

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) POWER OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA

TION.-Section 5(a) of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714c(a)) is 
amended by inserting "(except for sugarcane 
and sugar beets of the 2000 and subsequent 
crops)" after "agricultural commodities". 

(2) SECTION 32 ACTIVITIES.-The second sen
tence of the first paragraph of section 32 of 
the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), is 
amended by inserting "(other than sugar
cane and sugar beets)" after "commodity" 
the last place it appears. 

(1) CCC SALES PRICE RESTRICTIONS.-The 
Commodity Credit Corporation may sell for 
unrestricted use sugar surrendered to the 
Corporation under loan programs provided 
for in section 206 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 or this section at such price as the Cor
poration determines appropriate to maintain 
and expand export and domestic markets for 
sugar and to avoid undue disruption of com
mercial sales of sugar. 

(j) ASSURANCE OF ADEQUATE SUPPLIES OF 
SUGAR.-Subsection (a) of section 902 of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-198; 
7 U.S.C. 1446g note) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(a) Beginning with the quota year for 
sugar imports which begins after the 1995/ 
1996 quota year, the President and the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall use all authori
ties available to the President and the Sec
retary, as the case may be, to ensure that 
adequate supplies of raw cane sugar are 
made available to the United States market 
at prices no greater than the higher of-

"(l) the word sugar price (adjusted to a de
livered basis); or 

"(2) the raw cane sugar loan rate in effect 
under section 107(a) of the Agricultural Mar
ket Transition Act (plus interest).". 

(k) TERMINATION OF MARKETING QUOTAS 
AND ALLOTMENTS.-

(!) TERMINATION.-Effective October 1, 1996, 
part VII of subtitle B of title ID of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1359aa-1359jj) is repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
344(f)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1344(f)(2)) is 
amended by striking "sugar cane for sugar; 
sugar beets for sugar;" . 

(3) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT.-The 
amendment made by paragraph (1) shall 
apply with respect to sugar marketed on or 
after such date. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MILLER] and a Member opposed will 
each be recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to share the time allocated to me with 
respect to managing the debate on the 
amendment with the ranking minority 
member, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA], and that the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING], the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Risk 
Management and Specialty Crops, be 
responsible for controlling our respec
tive time limitations. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I ask unanimous consent that I 
be allowed to yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SCHU
MER], and 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON], and that 
they have the right to allocate that 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Miller-Schumer
Kingston amendment is a 5-year phase
out of the sugar program. This is a con
sensus amendment. It is a compromise 
from the original Miller-Schumer 
amendment. We have a broad coalition 
of support for this amendment. 

We propose this amendment because 
what is provided in the farm bill is not 
real reform of the sugar program, and 
we are proposing to phase out the pro
gram in 5 years. This was widespread 
support, with Republicans and Demo
crats, liberals and conservatives. Some 
of the most liberal Members and some 

of the most conservative Members, are 
supporting this amendment. The envi
ronmental community is very solidly 
supporting this amendment, and there 
are going to be some rated environ
mental votes on this amendment. 

For the free enterprise people, the 
Heritage Foundation, the CATO people, 
they support the concept of phasing 
out the sugar program, and there are 
going to be some rated votes along this 
line from the Citizens for a Sound 
Economy, the Citizens Against Govern
ment Waste, and others. So this is very 
important. If you are a believer in the 
free enterprise system and want a 
smaller Federal Government, this is a 
program you should vote for. 

This is very solidly supported by the 
consumer, because the consumer is 
paying $1.4 billion a year more for 
sugar in this country because of this 
program. That is a General Accounting 
Office report. It is a jobs issue, because 
refineries are closing. The sugar refin
eries around this country are closing 
because there is not enough sugar, and 
the manufacturers using sugar are hav
ing to move their jobs overseas. So this 
is a job issue too. 

There is a wide range of support from 
Members in this House and interest 
groups outside that support this bill. 

As a conservative Member of this in
stitution, I campaigned to reduce the 
size and scope of the Federal Govern
ment. This is a type of program that 
we need to reduce the size and scope. 
This is a big-government program, and 
it no longer needs to exist. So I hope 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
will join with me to reduce the size and 
scope of the Federal Government and 
get rid of this big-government pro
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I have to rise to an
swer the proponent of this amendment, 
because truly we have indeed reformed 
the sugar program. We had a very high
ly structured sugar program. Under our 
proposal, which preserves the sugar in
dustry of America from unfair com
petition by subsidized sugar producers 
around the world, we have freed up pro
duction. We have eliminated internal 
controls. What we have left is a 20-per
cent increase over what GATT required 
us to bring into this country, and we 
have freed up this industry to grow and 
develop. 

This is real reform, that preserves 
the jobs for thousands of Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], our distin
guished whip. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, today I rise in strong, 
strong opposition to this amendment. 
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It would literally devastate the eco
nomic security for sugar beet growers 
in my State of Michigan. In Michigan 
alone, the sugar beet industry provides 
the economic lifeline to about 3,000 
farmers and their families. 

The sugar section in the bill before 
us today represents a vary fragile com
promise that was put together between 
processors and growers, and it reaches 
the lives of these farmers and their 
families in the balance. 

Any amendment which takes away 
the economic safety net of our sugar 
beet growers will disrupt this very deli
cate compromise that we have in this 
bill this evening. I think there is gen
eral agreement around here that we 
need to cut wasteful government 
spending, and I applaud those efforts. 
But the sugar program is not, and I re
peat, it is not a handout. In fact, the 
committee bill will generate about $50 
million over 7 years, which would go 
toward budget deficit reduction; $50 
million. 

Since 1985, the sugar program has 
been mandated by law to operate at no 
cost to the Government, and the sugar 
producers have already paid $137 mil
lion in special marketing assessments 
to help reduce the Federal deficit. 

This is a program that is self-suffi
cient, contributes to deficit reduction, 
provides economic security to our 
sugar farmers. It seems to me that this 
amendment is an answer in search of a 
problem. The program works, the com
mittee bill represents a compromise, a 
delicate compromise that we can live 
with. Above all, it gives our sugar 
growers some economic security so 
they can plan for their futures and 
their families' futures as well. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
this amendment. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the previous speaker 
spoke of a delicate compromise? There 
is no such thing. There has not been a 
compromise on this bill. The only 
changes in the program, and it would 
be misleading for me to use the word 
reform, because it is not reform; it is 
changes. And the only changes that 
have occurred on this bill have been de
vised by the sugar beet lobbyists. All 
they have done is basically pushed the 
peas around on the plate to make 
mama think they are eating their vege
tables. 

They call fool Members of the Con
gress, perhaps. They can fool members 
of their own industry. But they are not 
fooling the American consumers who 
will continue to pay $1.4 billion more 
in the price of sugar than they should 
have to pay. 

Sugar is run like a cartel. The pro
ducers, the cane and beet producers in 
this case, have a cozy deal with Con
gress to keep on overcharging the 
American consumers. The changes in 

this bill will not do anything to stop 
that. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say this: I have 
been on the Committee on Agriculture. 
I serve on the Subcommittee on Agri
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies of -the Committee on Appro
priations. I am proud to be an aggie. 

I have worked with many Represent
atives who have commodity programs 
in their areas, and I have seen many 
delicate compromises come out that 
are attached to this farm bill. But, Mr. 
Chairman, this is not one of them. This 
was a unilateral power play by the beet 
and cane producers. It is not reform. 
Let us not call it reform. At a later 
time I will go into those changes and 
why they are not reform. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL
LER] in favor of the Miller-Schumer
Kingston amendment. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, it is critically important that the 
House vote in favor of the Dan Miller
Charles Schumer amendment to phase 
out the sugar program. 

The sugar program as it is adminis
tered today rewards the growers of 
sugar at the expense of the environ
ment, at the expense of those who proc
ess the sugar, and at the expense of the 
consumer. 

Most importantly, the real price 
being paid for the sugar program is by 
the workers at American refineries 
that are facing serious layoffs. 

This amendment is reasonable, giv
ing sugar growers a chance to adapt to 
the new reality that is dawning in 
Washington and the Nation about the 
proper role of the Federal Government. 

The sugar program keeps the price of 
sugar artificially high and this artifi
cially high price has had a severe im
pact on my constituents and American 
consumers. 

As a direct result of the sugar pro
gram, the C & H Sugar Co. in Crockett, 
CA-the only west coast sugar refinery 
and one of the largest refiners in the 
country-has reduced its hourly em
ployees by 42 percent and salaried em
ployees by 38 percent. 

Total employment at the refinery 
has been reduced by 44 percent between 
1989 and 1996-from over 1,000 employ
ees to less than 600 today. On the first 
of this year, in fact, C & H laid off 200 
employees-25 percent of its work 
force. 

The jobs at C & H are good jobs, pay
ing between $13.50 and $24 per hour plus 
benefits. These are mostly union jobs. 
These are scarce jobs. 

The local labor unions at C & H, the 
ILWU Local 6 and the Sugar Workers 
Union, support the Miller/Schumer 
amendment. The management, includ
ing C & H's president who is here with 
us today, supports this amendment. 

This amendment is about the future 
of the jobs of these workers and their 
families and we should not abandon the 
opportunity to help them. 

I have heard from the beet growers 
and the cane sugar growers, all hard
working people to be sure. They com
plain that without the sugar program 
they will go out of business. We hear 
that a lot around here when legislation 
is going to the floor. But the fact is, re
fineries have already gone out of busi
ness-11 refineries have closed their 
gates over the past decade. I don't 
want to see C & H Sugar and its em
ployees added to the list. 

The vote on the Miller-Schumer amendment 
will also be one of the key environmental 
votes of the year. The artificially high price of 
sugar has enabled sugar companies to keep 
lands in production that otherwise would not 
be profitable. In Florida, this has meant that 
sugar is competing for scarce water that is 
needed to save and rehabilitate the Ever
glades-a national park and a national treas
ure. 

On behalf of the environment and on behalf 
of my constituents who hope to retain their 
jobs, I urge the House to support this biparti
san and extremely important amendment. 

D 1900 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 1% minutes to the gentle
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou
KEMA]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank Congressman MILLER for 
his efforts on this issue. I must say
this is deja vu all over again. I remem
ber leading this fight 10 years ago, and 
I hope that today we may finally win. 

Mr. Chairman, the era of big Govern
ment is alive and well and will be rein
forced today if we fail to pass this im
portant, pro-jobs, pro-consumer amend
ment. 

Today we can finally begin to dis
mantle the monstrous machine that 
costs the American consumer more 
than $1.4 billion per year. While Big 
Sugar continues to preach its "no-net
cost" mantra, consumers go to the su
permarket and pay more for soft 
drinks, for cereal and everything else 
that uses sugar. 

Supporters of the sugar program 
would have us believe that this farm 
bill radically reforms U.S. sugar pol
icy. Nothing could be further from the 
truth. The bill keeps in place the Gov
ernment-sponsored loan rates, and con
tinues to create an artificial shortage 
through rigid import quotas. 

Mr. Chairman, let's get something 
straight right now. This is corporate 
welfare of the most direct kind and it 
is high time that this Republican Con
gress voted to stop it. 

We Republicans have always prided 
ourselves on fiscal conservatism and 
free market enterprise. We waited 40 
years for the opportunity to change the 
way things are done in this town. If we 
do not pass this amendment, we will be 
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supporting a program that runs 
counter to the ideas that form the bed
rock of our party. 

Supporters of this corporate welfare 
would have us believe that termination 
will kill the small sugar farmer. Do not 
be deceived. This is about agri
businesses and their corporate welfare. 

And the numbers tell this story. A re
cent GAO study found that 33 farms 
each received more than $1 million per 
year. In fact, 42 percent of the price 
subsidy went to only 1 percent of all 
sugar plantations. 

This bill is titled the "Agriculture 
Market Transition Act." Are we oper
ating in the free market when we arti
ficially support the price of sugar? How 
about when we tell farmers how much 
they can grow and subsequently, how 
much they can earn? 

If we preserve the sugar program in 
this country, which, despite the rhet
oric, the underlying bill does, thou
sands of men and women who work in 
sugar refineries will lose their jobs. Re
finers are leaving in droves to coun
tries where the price of sugar is half of 
what they pay here in their own coun
try. 

We are making progress in other 
areas of this bill. We are making the 
transition to the free market in many 
areas. However, those traditional pea
nut and sugar programs are preserved. 
Why? If it is such a good idea for wheat 
and corn, why not sugar? 

It is time for us to move in a new di
rection, and adopt a truly free market 
for agriculture. 

Adopt the Miller-Schumer-Kingston 
amendment and eliminate this example 
of corporate welfare in this country. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
may I point out that the figure that 
has been touted around today and 
weeks before today that this sugar pro
gram is costing the consumers this 
outrageous sum of $1.4 billion is abso
lutely untrue. The U.S. Department of 
Agriculture has refuted this and said it 
was not based upon any sound analysis 
whatsoever. 

Second, there has been a suggestion 
that the sugar program is environ
mentally harmful. Let me say that in 
my area, which is almost the total pro
duction of sugar in my State, we follow 
every single environmental rule that 
has been established by this Congress. 
Yet you want to eliminate the sugar 
program, turn it over to the foreign 
countries who heavily subsidize this in
dustry, just because our big 
megacorporations want to buy cheap 
sugar. 

This vote today to eliminate the 
sugar program is going to eliminate 
420,000 jobs, 6,000 of which are in my 
district. I thought we all stood for jobs, 
American jobs; this is what this 
amendment is all about. 

Vote against it. 
Mr. Chairman, Friends of the Earth and 18 

other organizations released the Green Scis
sors Report on February 15 recommending 
cuts in ''wasteful and environmentally harmful 
spending and subsidies." I rise today to con
demn this report's suggestion that the Sugar 
Program be eliminated. 

The report targets the Sugar Program for 
elimination because of so-called "economic 
and environmental grounds." However, the re
port was unable to list any savings, admitting 
that it found "no reliable savings estimate." 
They couldn't find any because there is none. 
It does not cost the American taxpayer one 
dime. 

The Green Scissors report adds, "the sugar 
program is a subsidy from consumers, not tax
payers." This allegation that the Sugar Pro
gram is a consumer subsidy is totally irrele
vant. The Sugar Program allows American 
consumers to pay 28 percent less for their 
sugar in the grocery store than consumers in 
all other developed countries-28 percent 
less! 

Regarding environmental concerns, accusa
tions that the American sugar industry contrib
utes significantly to global pollution are highly 
irresponsible. Our sugar industry is proud to 
serve as a global example, maintaining the 
highest environmental standards compared to 
our world competitors. Anyone in favor of pro
tecting our environment cannot be in favor of 
substituting foreign-produced sugar that does 
not hold to any environmental and health 
standards required to American business, and 
also relies heavily on child labor. 

I maintain that the makers of the Green 
Scissors Report have been blinded, along with 
other Sugar Program opposition, by the big
name, large-corporation candy, cookie, cake, 
soft drink, and cereal producers such as 
Coca-Cola and Hershey. These mega-con
glomerates stand to profit billions of dollars 
with the demise of the Sugar Program-sav
ings that they most assuredly will not pass on 
to consumers through lower-priced candy bars 
or soda or cookies. 

The Green Scissors Report calls for the 
elimination of the Sugar Program without any 
regard for the truth. 

We need an American sugar industry. Don't 
vote to eliminate 420,000 jobs. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CAMP]. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
oppose the amendment. My State 
ranks fourth in the Nation in sugar 
beet acreage so you might think that I 
rise to support my State's 2,900 sugar 
farmers that run small family farms 
averaging 115 acres or in support of the 
23,000 jobs in Michigan that rely on 
sugar. I do, but I also rise to support 
consumers in Michigan and America. 

Every day millions of Americans 
take advantage of sugar so cheap, res
taurants give it away for free. In 
Tokyo, consumers pay over $1 a pound 
for sugar. By contrast, we pay only 39 
cents a pound. American consumers 
pay the second lowest price in the 
world for sugar as a percentage of dis
posable income. 

The sugar reforms in this bill provide 
stable prices for consumers and freer 
markets. We lower the price support 
safety net and allow greater sugar im
ports than allowed by GATT. This 
means lower prices. We continue to op
erate the program at no cost to the 
taxpayer, and it contributes $288 mil
lion to deficit reduction. 

Vote no on the amendment. 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
TORRICELLI). 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, 
there is no one in this Chamber who 
likes to have to maintain Government 
programs that restrict supply or prices. 
That is not how we would like the 
world to be. But it is time to recognize 
that the United States is not writing 
all the rules. We can do away with this 
program and we can also do a way with 
the thousands of jobs that are main
tained because of it. And we can open 
up the floodgates and instead of those 
jobs by Americans producing this 
sugar, it will come from around the 
world. 

We have the most efficient sugar in
dustry in the world, but we cannot leg
islate in this Chamber French subsidies 
or Dominican subsidies or Philippine 
subsidies. We simply have the right for 
unilateral surrender of our own indus
try. 

Finally, my colleagues, while I rep
resent no sugar industry, I do come to 
this House with the voice of American 
foreign policy and I tell my colleagues 
this: End this program and start the 
United States being the world's largest 
importer of sugar. We will drive up the 
world price, and it will get to a lot of 
other countries. We will lose the jobs 
and the money and Fidel Castro's Cuba 
will reap the benefits by rising in price. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, in favor of the Miller
Schumer-Kingston amendment. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
way past time we got rid of the sugar 
program. I am not going to make vil
lains out of them. They are fine people. 
They are wonderful farmers, and they 
are very efficient farmers. But their 
complaints that they will be over
ridden by subsidized sugar flies in the 
face of the fact that we have very good 
laws against subsidies that they can in
voke and can put countervailing duties 
on any subsidized sugar that comes 
into this market. 

This distorted program has caused 
the distortion of the real estate mar
ket. It has displaced other farmers who 
perhaps could grow their crops on the 
same land. It has done all kinds of 
things to the farming industry. We 
ought to get rid of it. There is no ex
cuses for it anymore. It is high time. 

I support the amendment to get rid 
of it. 
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Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

one-half minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. POMBO]. 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding one-half 
minute to me. 

I would just like to say to a few of 
the previous speakers that I have lost 
sugar producers in my district. I have 
lost processing plants in my district. 
The threat from foreign imports is very 
real in my district. But we have not 
talked enough about the reforms that 
the committee has made. 

We talk about less government. It is 
less government. We have completely 
reformed the sugar program. It is a no
cost program to the American tax
payer. But it does maintain somewhat 
of a producer safety net and is more 
market oriented. 

Please oppose this terrible amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises 
that the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MILLER] has 61h minutes remaining, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SCHU
MER] has 7 minutes remaining, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] 
has 8 minutes remaining, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] 
has 11 minutes remaining, and the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING] has 
121h minutes remaining and the right 
to close. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW]. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to voice 
my support for the Miller-Schumer
Kingston amendment, which is a fair 
compromise between those who want 
to end the sugar program within 1 year 
and those who advocate a more gradual 
phaseout of this program. However, one 
thing is clear; the sugar program has 
outlived its usefulness, and now is the 
time to bring it to an end. I ask why is 
the Government in the business of 
micromanaging the sugar industry? 

With the sugar program, the major
ity of the benefits go to the larger 
farmers. It penalizes consumers with 
an increased cost of Sl.4 billion each 
and every year for sweetened products; 
and it damages the environment be
cause when the Government fixes a 
price, this works as an incentive for 
farmers to cultivate more and more en
vironmentally sensitive lands in Flor
ida. 

In fact, during the 14 years that the 
sugar program has been in place, Flor
ida's cane production has increased by 
80 percent. This increased cane produc
tion is literally killing the Everglades. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment, which is pro-consumer, 
pro-environment, and pro-free market. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
POMEROY]. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, the 
fate of hundreds of sugar beet farmers 
that I represent and hundreds of mil
lions of workers that I represent turn 
on this debate. But it is not their inter
ests I want to talk to Members about. 
I want to talk to Members about our 
balance of trade problem as the United 
States of America. 

We import more than we export to 
the tune of $32 billion in 1992, $73 bil
lion in 1993, $110 billion in 1994, and $114 
billion last year. Sugar is one ag com
modity where domestic consumption is 
greater than our production. Why in 
the world would we want to blow up a 
domestic program, which this amend
ment would do, which would destroy 
domestic production and make us im
port more sugar than is presently the 
case? 

The only thing favorable in our bal
ance of trade is essentially agriculture 
and airplanes. Foreign countries must 
look at us like we are crazy. We look at 
something that contributes so posi
tively to our balance of trade and we 
want to threaten it in the way this 
amendment does tonight. 

I urge Members to vote no. 
Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GILLMOR]. 

0 1915 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Miller
Schumer amendment. 

The sugar compromise contained in 
the Agriculture Committee bill was 
meticulously crafted and gives our 
sugar farmers the opportunity to con
tinue to compete. This is no mean feat 
in an international marketplace satu
rated with highly subsidized products 
from other countries. Let's face it, if 
this were about protecting auto
workers or other factory jobs, I am 
sure we would have a whole contingent 
of Members that would rush to support 
that measure. Or, it people realized 
that this program was constructed in 
such a way that the taxpayer incurred 
no cost and actually had their budget 
deficit reduced by the money raised 
under this program, another whole seg
ment of Members would be supporting 
this program. 

However, I oppose this amendment 
which says to sugar beet farmers in 
Ohio and elsewhere, that its result will 
be to subject you to unfair, subsidized 
foreign competition. Its result will be 
to drive American producers out of 
business by flooding the country with 
subsidized foreign sugar at below the 
cost of production. 

Let me draw an analogy with another 
industry-automobiles. If we had a sit
uation where Germany and Japan sub
sidized, with tax dollars, the manufac
ture of cars to the tune of thousands of 
dollars per car; and then sold those 
cars in America at a cheaper price than 
they permitted them to be sold in their 

own country; and if they could sell cars 
in America below the cost of produc
tion to drive Ford, General Motors 
[GM], and Chrysler out of business-we 
would say that that is grossly unfair 
and ought to be stopped. 

Yet, that is the same thing that this 
amendment would potentially do to the 
average American sugar beet farmer. 
This amendment favors Government 
subsidized foreign sugar at the expense 
of American jobs. I urge all my col
leagues to oppose this ill-fated, anti
competitive amendment and support 
the committee bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the unfortunate fact 
of the matter is that the sugar pro
gram's future is being sacrificed on the 
altar of those folks who want to play 
scorecard bingo. Should this program 
go down to defeat, we can thank cor
porate giants who, unlike our sugar 
cane and beet growers, don't till the 
land, take out loans from nominal re
sources, and pray that some unforeseen 
disaster does not destroy the livelihood 
your farm had given you. 

I have seen the ads that the sugar op
ponents have been running. I believe 
they are as you would say. Mr. Chair
man, "factually challenged." Those ad
vertisements amount to a solicitation 
for membership in the long dead Know 
Nothing Party. This amendment is not 
about opening new markets, it is about 
getting a handout and I regret that the 
battleground for this bill has become 
hardworking men and women, many in 
my own district, who pay real taxes 
and provide for real families. 

If we are to, with sincerity, make 
good public policy, then it is manda
tory that emotional pleas and unin
formed charges not become the corner
stone of legislative language. No mat
ter how you dress it up, the truth is the 
truth. First, the sugar program oper
ates at no cost to the taxpayer. Sec
ond, if you oppose the sugar program, 
then you are supposing a price of 14 
cents per pound on the world sugar 
market, as opposed to the 1994 price of 
39 cents per pound. However, most 
sugar is consumed as part of other 
products, and there is no guarantee the 
savings will be passed along to the end 
user. History shows us that in 1974, 
when sugar prices skyrocketed without 
a sugar program, some processors 
raised their prices fourfold on the con
sumer. Yet, when sugar prices came 
down, these same processors did not in
stitute a corresponding prices reduc
tion. Fourteen cents is the price left 
for sugar that has not been purchased 
by contract, does not fit a particular 
need, and must be dumped. Third, the 
fact of the matter is that other coun
tries heavily subsidize their sugar pro
duction. By eliminating this meager 
domestic support, we are asking our 
producers to fight a well-armed oppo
nent with one hand tied behind their 
back. Our agricultural producers can 
compete and succeed, but they should 
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not be forced to face financial suicide 
in a lopsided market. Fourth, we are 
killing U.S. jobs. A 1994 study has esti
mated that the sweetener industry cre
ates 420,000 jobs, in 42 States, spawning 
$26.2 billion to the U.S. economy each 
year. This is not the drop in the bucket 
that some would have you believe, or 
ignore. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to read this bill, get the facts, and un
derstand on what you are voting. This 
should not be a novel concept, but in 
doing so, I believe you will see, as I do, 
that eliminating the sugar program, in 
light of the reforms this bill already 
makes to it, is born of thoughtlessness, 
nurtured by greed, and dressed in hy
pocrisy. I urge all my colleagues to op
pose this amendment. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] 
in favor of the Miller-Schumer-King
ston amendment. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, the 
104th Congress has made getting the 
Government off people's back and out 
of business' way a high priority. Given 
that goal, support for the Miller-Schu
mer amendment is the only possible 
decision for the House this evening. 

I represent one of the largest remain
ing cane sugar refineries in the United 
States. The Domino refinery, a land
mark in Baltimore's Inner Harbor, di
rectly employs 650 workers at an aver
age wage of $40,000. These are exactly 
the kinds of jobs we all want to pre
serve in this Nation. 

Yet, since the current Government 
sugar program was put in place in 1981, 
11 of 22 cane sugar refineries in this Na
tion have closed. And problems for the 
remaining refineries continue. 

Domino's Baltimore plant has had to 
shut down nine times over the past 
year because of a shortage of raw sugar 
supply. Each of the other remaining 
U.S. refineries has suffered similar, 
costly shortages. These problems have 
been caused directly by the ongoing 
Federal interference in the sugar in
dustry. 

Over the past 15 years the sugar pro
gram has greatly aided the few wealthy 
corporations that raise sugar on huge 
farms and with foreign labor in this 
Nation. It has hurt the many Ameri
cans who work, or used to work, in do
mestic refineries, and it has indirectly 
hurt all American consumers. 

There are many reasons to end the 
sugar price support program tonight; 
saving the remaining U.S. refineries is 
only one. I urge my colleagues to sup
port Miller-Schumer. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. BAKER]. 

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from Illi
nois for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate is really 
unbelievable. We are standing here to-

night saying let us cut them loose, let 
us cut the money off, let us save tax
payers some good hard-earned tax dol
lars. We are going to save them 2 cents 
on that candy bar. Yes, we believe 
that. When the price of sugar drops, we 
know the price of those candy bars and 
cold drinks are going to come plum
meting. 

In the meantime we cannot figure 
out why Americans cannot compete. 
OSHA, IRS, EPA, name it, we have got 
them crawling across the farm. They 
tell you where you can plant, they tell 
you when you can plant, they tell you 
what you can plant. They tell you after 
you plant it and you grow it and you 
are successful in the hurricane or an 
insect does not eat it because you can
not get your insecticides approved by 
some EPA regulator, they tell you 
what you can sell it for, and then if 
that is not enough we tell you who you 
can sell it to. 

OK, fellow, if you want to cut us 
loose, set us free. Let us farm. Let us 
grow our crop. Let us be like any other 
business in America, sell where we 
want to for what we can get. We will 
not have a problem. Get the Govern
ment off the farm and we will make a 
profit. Otherwise leave us alone. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield !1/2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN]. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I do 
rise in support of the amendment to
night. I also want though to take a mo
ment to correct some of the 
misstatements that were made earlier 
during this debate about the unfunded 
mandates bill and its application to the 
farm bill. 

The unfunded mandates bill is work
ing. In this farm bill there are no pub
lic sector mandates. If there were, 
there could be a point of order on the 
floor, we can have a vote on it, and I 
would be the first to raise that point of 
order. 

There are private sector mandates in 
this bill. Private sector mandates 
under the unfunded mandate bill have 
to be costed out by CBO; the commit
tees have to put it in the report. The 
Committee on Agriculture did that. 
The Committee on Agriculture there
fore complied with the legislation. The 
unfunded mandates bill worked in the 
Telco bill to take out a mandate, and it 
is working here in the ag bill. 

I do rise today to support this 
amendment. I think it is time for Con
gress to phase out the sugar program, 
past time. I think this is a fair 5-year 
phaseout. The current program just 
has not worked. It has reduced com
petition, it restricted imports, and it 
has inflated the U.S. sugar prices to 
more than double the world price. It is 
time to make a change. 

To put it bluntly, I think the sugar 
program as it stands has cost jobs. 
Since 1981, when the Federal price sup
port program for sugar was first en-

acted, half of our Nation's sugar cane 
refineries have been closed and others 
are shut down temporarily due to a 
lack of raw sugar supply. 

Finally, deficit hawks beware. The 
Federal Government is paying a lot 
more for sugar, about $90 million more 
a year for various Government-assisted 
programs. Government interference in 
the sugar program in my view has done 
more harm than good. It is time to 
move the sugar industry toward the 
open market in an orderly manner. 
That is what this amendment does. I 
support it this evening. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to this radical 
amendment because it will represent 
the death knell to 12,000 family farm
ers, including 350 in the State of Ohio, 
if passed, and what is really interesting 
is why would we want to be doing this 
when our sugar prices are lower than 
all of the other developed nations in 
the world that we do business with? 

What this is really about is, it is a 
fight between the farmers of this coun
try who produce good quality sugar 
and the multinational corporations 
who want to set the price. That is what 
it is really about; it is about pitting 
our beef farmers in Ohio against the 
low-wage, undemocratic labor down in 
Cuba, in China, in Brazil, every place 
else that wants to ship into this coun
try. 

This industry is going to go the way 
of TV's, apparel, VCR's. It is all writ
ten out there. I saw the offerer of the 
amendment eating a Snickers bar, or 
one of those candy bars. I thought that 
was a bit ironic here as we go into this 
debate, because that is really what it is 
about, multinational corporations set
ting the price of sugar because they are 
the largest users. 

If we look at the last time that the 
Government got out of the business of 
regulating this industry, prices shot 
up, and I say to every homemaker in 
America, remember when sugar cost $3 
for a 5-pound bag? That was the last 
time this kind of amendment was ap
proved. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume to rebut what my friend from 
Ohio has just said. 

Mr. Chairman, it is ridiculous. The 
GAO report has said that 42 percent of 
the benefits of this program go to 1 
percent of the producers. One guy in 
Florida made $65 million from this pro
gram. Then one of the offers that we 
tried to off er as a compromise was 
globalization, which would have let 
American refiners buy sugar on the 
open market in the world market from 
whoever they want to, and the beef 
farmers did not want to have anything 
to do with it. 
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This is not a competition on an inter

national basis. I just find all that actu
ally the most slightly misinformed ar
gument I have heard against the pro
gram. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would just point 
out that if the gentleman gets $65 mil
lion, it is not Government money. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time, and I 
only want to say to my friend from Illi
nois, if he is speaking, it is on his time. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. EMER
SON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I wish to rise 
in strong opposition to the Miller-Schumer 
amendment. If adopted, this amendment 
would damage the sugar industry more than if 
the sugar program were eliminated altogether. 
It would eliminate all sugar price supports, 
mandate a drop in domestic producer prices, 
and increase truces on cane and beet sugar, 
which would force American sugarcane and 
sugarbeet producers out of business and 
leave countless numbers of American sugar 
workers jobless. 

I urge my colleagues today to not be sweet 
talked into dismantling a program that has 
helped sugar producers compete in an inter
national market for several years . now. The 
present support level has also provided the 
opportunity for American corn growers to com
pete for a share in the sweetener industry, fur
ther benefiting the American consumer looking 
for an ample supply of sugar at a reasonable 
price. 

Moreover, those who say the American con
sumer will benefit from a price support reduc
tion are giving us the sweetest talk of all. Will 
sweetener users really cut the price of their re
tail goods if the support price for sugar were 
to drop? I think we all know that answer. I 
urge my colleagues to maintain the current re
forms as amended in this bill and not cripple 
our Nation's corn and sugar growers ability to 
compete. 

I take great pride in my voting record on 
small business issues. My rating is usually in 
the high-nineties, if not 100 percent. I am sad 
to see some elements of small business styl
ing this issue a consumer issue. The record 
will show that the only time the price of sugar 
went through the roof in recent memory-that 
would be to the memory of anyone now sitting 
here-was twice in 197 4 and 1980-when the 
sugar program lapsed. In 16 years in office I 
can recall no complaints about the price of 
sugar. If you want to see the price of sugar 
become a consumer issue, then destroy the 
sugar program, let all of those jobs go over
seas, and see what the price of sugar will be 
when we are held hostage to overseas gov
ernments, say Cuba, and no longer have a 
domestic industry to keep the price of sugar in 
balance. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Wyo
ming [Mrs. CUBIN]. 

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, I have to 
go back to the remarks of the gentle
woman from Ohio when she said this is 
an argument between multinational 

corporations and small farmers, and 
she is exactly correct. This is like 
David versus Goliath. The only people 
that are worried about doing away with 
this program are those people who 
make the biggest profit off of sugar. 
The producers make the least profit of 
anyone along the line when it comes to 
sugar. 

There is something that also has to 
be made very clear. We as Members of 
Congress have asked everyone in this 
country to do their part in balancing 
the Federal deficit, and these sugar 
beet farmers have given and given and 
given until it hurts. They are willing 
to do their part, but we cannot put 
them out of business by doing away 
with this program. 

The sugar program operates at no net 
cost to the Federal Government. It is 
not a subsidy. It provides money to the 
Government Treasury actually, and 
under the reform program it provides 
even more money to the Federal pro
gram. 

I urge you to vote against the amend
ment and for the bill. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 ·minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Missouri [Ms. 
McCARTHY], who has worked very hard 
on this amendment. 

Ms. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in support of the Miller
Schumer-Kingston amendment to 
phase-out the Federal sugar program in 
5 years. 

The sugar price support program is a 
wasteful giveaway that benefits only 
select sugar producers and results in 
higher prices for consumers. The artifi
cially high prices drive up costs for do
mestic food manufacturers and make 
U.S. food producers less competitive. 

The sugar program has a direct cost 
to all Americans. Every time we go to 
the supermarket and buy sugar, and 
every time we buy products that are 
made with sugar, we pay for the sugar 
program. The General Accounting Of
fice has estimated that the sugar pro
gram costs U.S. consumers at least $1.4 
billion a year in increased food prod
ucts. 

This amendment brings a reasonable 
end to the sugar price support pro
gram. It phases-out supports over a 5-
year period, and gives producers who 
currently benefit from the program 
time to adjust to a more competitive 
marketplace. 

At a time when we are rethinking 
farm policy, it would be a mistake to 
maintain the status quo for sugar. I 
urge all my colleagues to support the 
Miller-Schumer-Kingston amendment. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. BARRET!'], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

We have heard that the sugar pro
gram is corporate welfare. In fact, it 

costs taxpayers nothing. We have heard 
it, it is the law, it is the law, it does 
not cost the taxpayers anything. There 
are no subsidies for sugar, none. 

The program merely allows producers 
to be eligible for loans, and those loans 
must be repaid with interest. In fact, 
the sugar program brings in approxi
mately $30 million a year. 

Corporate welfare, all producers can 
qualify. They can participate. In my 
district over 550 farmers are involved 
in sugar beet production. In fact, it is 
probably the largest value-added crop 
in the State. 

We have heard that the program 
costs U.S. consumers $1.4 billion in 
higher food prices each year. Food 
prices are not taxes. If the program is 
repealed, U.S. producers would be ex
posed to a highly subsidized world 
sugar market, costing the United 
States in the end. Our sugar program 
allows U.S. producers to compete 
against unfair trade practices and sub
sidies from other countries. It costs 
about 39 cents a pound. In subsidized 
countries it is 54 cents a pound. It truly 
costs consumers $1.4 billion, and that is 
about $5, $6 a year per person. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a "no" vote on 
this amendment. 

0 1930 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER]. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, these days it is advis
able for any candidate for Federal of
fice to know the price of eggs and bread 
and other staples at the supermarket. I 
would advise those Members who stop 
by their local supermarket to check up 
on those prices also to take a look at 
the ingredients in most of the products 
that they buy, or that any working 
family would buy. Look at catsup, ce
real, bread, most processed foods. They 
all contain sugar. You are paying more 
for all those products because of this 
misbegotten sugar program. That is 
why we should phase it out. 

We have heard over and over again 
that this program is at no net cost to 
American taxpayers. American con
sumers, who are in fact American tax
payers, are paying $1.4 billion a year 
more at the supermarket because of 
this program, and the Federal Govern
ment is paying at least $90 million 
more per year for the sugar that it 
must buy. This is not a good bargain 
for us as American taxpayers or as 
American consumers because the bulk 
of these benefits go to a small minority 
of well-placed, well-connected farmers. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to our distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BARCIA]. 

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Miller-Schumer 
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amendment. While this amendment is 
an effort to end the sugar price support 
program and claims to take 5 years to 
do it, the negative impact on my grow
ers in our domestic industry will be im
mediate. We are reducing the other 
farm price support programs because of 
cost. Yet, as many have spoken on this 
floor tonight, there is no cost to the 
sugar program. Let me repeat that. 
There is no cost to the U.S. taxpayers 
of this sugar program. In fact, year 
after year, it has generated money for 
our Treasury. 

By now we should all know the basics 
about the reasons for our domestic 
sugar program: It provides us with a 
stable supply at a reasonable price. No 
matter what you may hear about the 
so-called world market, our consumers 
pay less than most consumers through
out the world for sugar. Every other 
producing country has a sugar pro
gram. If they were all to be eliminated, 
study after study has shown that the 
price to the United States would be ex
actly where it is now. This amendment 
will force many of our constituents and 
many Americans acros~ the country 
out of business. I strongly urge defeat 
of the Miller-Schumer amendment. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Oregon, 
Mr. WES COOLEY, a member of the com
mittee. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Miller-Schumer 
amendment, a bitter pill for American 
sugar producers to swallow. The Euro
pean Union has announced it will con
tinue price supports, without reduc
tion, for their sugar producers. 

If the United States were to unilater
ally disarm, abandon its sugar pro
gram, over 400,000 people would be out 
of work. The individuals who make up 
the sugar work force will be put at se
rious risk. 

Currently the European price sup
ports are 40 percent higher than the 
United States support levels. They say 
they will not review this policy until 
the year 2001. Why should they? I ask 
my colleagues to stand up for free and 
fair trade by defeating the Miller-Schu
mer amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the Mil
ler-Schumer amendment-a bitter pill for 
American sugar producers to swallow. 

The European Union has announced it will 
continue price supports-without reduction
for their sugar producers. 

If the United States were to unilaterally dis
arm by abandoning its sugar program, over 
400,000 individuals which make up the U.S. 
sugar work force would be put at serious risk. 

Currently, the European price supports are 
40 percent higher than the United States sup
port level-and they say they will not review 
this policy until the year 2001. Why should 
they? 

They have already settled upon their sugar 
policy for the next 6 years-a policy that cre
ates an over-production of sugar which is then 
dumped onto the world market at prices well 
below the cost of production. 

Opponents of the sugar program will tell you 
that the price of sugar in the United States is 
far above the world price. However, the so
called world price is an illusion. 

It is a figure which is distorted by the bloat
ed payments foreign governments put in the 
pockets of their producers. It does not rep
resent a free market. 

I believe in free trade--but it does not exist 
in the world sugar market. 

The sugar reform in the farm bill answers 
the critics by raising assessments on produc
ers, and lowering the effective loan rate on 
sugar. 

However, the Miller-Schumer amendment 
will slash the loan rate to nearly one-third the 
European support price, and leave American 
producers drowning in cheap foreign sugar. 

I ask my colleagues to stand up for free and 
fair trade by defeating the Miller-Schumer 
amendment. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to our colleague, the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ROSE]. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, Fidel Cas
tro's dictatorship has just shot down 
American planes and killed American 
pilots. Sugar that is not grown under 
this program is going to be grown in 
Georgia and is going to find its way 
into the world market and into this 
country. How dare this House bring 
pleasure to Fidel Castro and sell Cuban 
sugar in the world market, if Ameri
cans tonight in this body kill our sugar 
program? Do not please Castro. Vote 
against this amendment. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN] for this 
amendment which allows no Cuban 
sugar into America. That is sophistry 
and not true. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Schumer amendment. 
I think it is clear that sugar subsidies 
are bad for most Americans. Think 
about it. When the Government indi
rectly raises sugar prices to help sugar 
farmers make a living, all other Ameri
cans must pay more for sugar products. 
Most families in my district have had 
to deal with a decline in real income 
over the last 10 to 15 years. At the 
same time, the Government is still in 
the business of artificially raising 
prices on basic foods. 

The bottom line is that sugar sub
sidies help sugar growers, and they 
hurt everyone else that have to pay in
flated prices for food. To top it all off, 
the sugar program costs money. This is 
a Congress that is going to do all kinds 
of things to balance the budget, and we 
have been cutting all kinds of things in 
this Congress. It is time to put an end 
to these subsidies. A vote for the Schu
mer amendment can put an end to one 
more special interest: agricultural sub
sidy. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield l1/2 
minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. CRAPO], a member of the commit
tee. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to this amendment. 
Let me state one more time, because 
speaker after speaker continues to say 
that this is a subsidy program for 
sugar, the sugar program operates at 
no cost to the American taxpayer. In 
fact, it generates somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $30 million a year in 
revenue to the Treasury. 

The fact is that this program did 
have marketing allotments, but the 
bill we are debating tonight removes 
those marketing allotments. What the 
bill did is it retained the import quotas 
that the sugar program has in effect, 
and that is the issue we are debating 
tonight. The issue is not subsidies, the 
issue is trade. The issue is whether we 
are going to let subsidized foreign 
sugar into the United States and stop 
protecting our producers against anti
competitive conduct by foreign na
tions. That is the issue. 

There are those who would like to 
bring subsidized sugar into our country 
because, in the short-term, it would 
benefit them and their particular oper
ation. But the fact is that we all know 
how that works. If those foreign coun
tries are allowed to subsidize their 
markets against our producers, push 
our producers out of business, then who 
can say that they are going to continue 
to keep the prices low? 

The last time we removed the sugar 
program, and these kinds of trade pro
tections, we saw what happened. Prices 
shot up. Study after study has shown 
that if we let the market operate, 
which this bill will do, the price of 
sugar will be low. One speaker said to 
look in all the products in the stores, 
and there is sugar in every product. Of 
course, sugar is a very inexpensive 
product. In restaurants it is given 
away for free. The fact is the price of 
sugar is not out of line, and we ought 
to maintain our protection for Amer
ican producers. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the pre
vious speaker that the import quota 
now is 2 million metric tons. This bill 
lowers it to 1.5 million. He just proved 
the point why we need Miller-Schumer
Kingston. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SANFORD]. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, this 
vote is a gut check. Like few votes that 
I have seen recently, it asks us who are 
we and what do we really believe in. As 
Republicans, we talk about free enter
prise, we talk about open markets. Yet, 
the sugar program has a guaranteed 
floor price of 23 cents. When I go to the 
produce store, I do not see a guaran
teed floor price for tomatoes. When I 
go to the car shop, I do not see a guar
anteed floor price for repairing the car. 
When I go to the hardware store, I do 
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not see a guaranteed price for ham
mers. Yet, we are going to make an ex
ception here? 

I would say to my friends on the 
other side of the aisle, many folks say 
we are for the working folks, we are for 
the little folks. If that is so, how could 
we possibly ask folks to pay double the 
price for sugar? A lot of folks say, 
"Forget it, Mark. We are talking about 
sweet tea and we are talking pecan 
pies." That is not a lot of money. That 
is just a little bit of money. 

Yet, if you were to talk about sweet 
tea, especially down South, we are 
talking about a lot of sweet tea. In 
fact, what we are really talking about 
is principle. How can we allow big ben
efits to accrue to just a few small 
folks; in other words, special interests? 
In fact, you add up those sweet teas 
and pecan pies, you are looking at $1.4 
billion of benefit. I think probably 
nothing better illustrates this problem 
than the way that this subsidy in es
sence flows down to one family in Palm 
Beach, $65 million a year of benefit. 
They are, I am sure, fine folks, and 
they are certainly good capitalists, but 
that is not fair. It does not pass the 
commonsense test, nor does this sugar 
program. I ask that we pass this 
amendment. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
HASTINGS]. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I rise today to express my opposi
tion to the Miller-Schumer amend
ment. Let me immediately say that I 
take a back seat to absolutely no one 
in this House in the protection of the 
environment in this Nation, and espe
cially in Florida. Neither does the 
sweetener industry in my district. 
They have already agreed to spend 
nearly one-half billion dollars to clean 
up the environment in the locale in 
which they do business. 

One other thing I want to say to my 
colleague, the gentleman from South 
Carolina, MARK SANFORD. If there is 
some law against making $65 million, 
then many a corporate executive ought 
to be put in jail, because a whole lot of 
them make a whole lot of money, and 
therefore, I do not see any prohibition. 

Large farmers mean large numbers of 
jobs, where I live. Forty thousand jobs 
in Florida are connected to this indus
try. If those jobs were to be lost in this 
era of downsizing, right-sizing, re
engineering, temporarying, and 
outsourcing, somebody come tell me 
where they are going to work, because 
I do not know where they are going to 
work. That is a genuine concern that 
we all ought to have in this Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask defeat of this 
measure, and support of jobs in the 
State of Florida. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to express my 
opposition to the Miller-Schumer-Kingston 
amendment. 

The current sugar program has worked 
since its inception to ensure a steady supply 
of sugar at a stable price. 

The program does not cost the taxpayers 
anything. In fact, the USDA has estimated that 
with the interest on support loans and fees 
and duties on imported sugar, the program 
has actually increased Federal revenues. 

But aside from my belief that the current 
sugar program helps the American consumer, 
I oppose this amendment because there are 
40,000 people in and around my district who 
depend on the sugar industry for their jobs. I 
will not watch these 40,000 jobs disappear 
from Florida without a fight. The current pro
gram has worked well-it provides a stable, 
inexpensive supply of sugar while utilizing our 
agricultural labor force. I do not want to see 
these jobs go overseas. Oppose the Miller
Schumer amendment. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Idaho, HELEN CHENOWETH. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot of 
fine speeches today about the free mar
ket system, but I felt it was very inter
esting, the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. TORRICELLI] mentioned that we 
cannot stand on this floor and dictate 
what kind of subsidies shall be charged 
out of the European countries. But let 
me tell the Members exactly how the 
European Community subsidizes this 
industry. America subsidizes it to the 
tune of zero dollars, Mr. Chairman. The 
European Community subsidizes it to 
the tune of $1.5 billion. I do not call 
that free enterprise. I call that a very 
uneven and tilted playing field. 

We have also heard about the fact, 
how sugar runs up the cost of retail 
goods. Let us just talk about where the 
rubber meets the road. The fact is, over 
the last 4 years, the price of sugar has 
dropped 6.8 percent. Have Members 
heard housewives complaining about 
the price of sugar? No. I can tell you 
who is complaining about the price of 
sugar. It is those very same people that 
can afford to hire Michael Jackson as 
their poster boy. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, while retail 
sugar dropped 6.84 percent, the price of 
ice cream went up 7.3 percent. While 
sugar dropped 6.8 percent, the price of 
cakes and cookies and candy went up 
17 percent. While the price of retail 
sugar dropped 6.8 percent, the price of 
cereal went up 22.3 percent. 

It is not because of the sugar, Mr. 
Chairman, that those retail prices have 
been going up. It is because of other 
costs. Many of them have been very 
good, but they have been built-in 
mechanisms. That is what has caused 
our people to be thrown out of work. 

If you lived in Japan today, do you 
know what you would pay for a pound 
of sugar? You would pay $1.04 per 
pound. If you lived in Europe, you 
would pay 54 cents. If you lived in 
China, it would be 39 cents. It is 39 

cents in America. It is not a bad deal, 
Mr. Chairman. Please oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to our colleague, the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. PETER
SON]. 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

We hear a lot of talk tonight about 
this program being a subsidy program. 
Let us just talk about what this is 
about. This is about trade. We in this 
body, in the dead of the night, in a 
lame duck session, passed a GATT 
Agreement that we should not have 
passed. I opposed it all the way. But 
why in the world did we go over and ne
gotiate that agreement, and I had an 
opportunity to represent this Congress 
over there, along with the ranking 
member, where we gave up a lot to 
come to an agreement on how much 
sugar we are going to let in this coun
try, and then we come with a bill that 
will completely undo what we have 
done in that agreement? 

These European competitors are sub
sidizing their producers at twice the 
level that we are doing in this country. 
It is not a subsidy, it is just a floor we 
are putting underneath the products. 
That is what this is all about. What 
this amendment is going to do, if we 
continue this-and this was done, by 
the way, last night-it is not thought 
out. It is not workable. This was just 
drawn up at the last minute. What this 
is going to do is force the Secretary of 
Agriculture to reduce the loan rate, 
which is going to force us to take these 
1.23 metric tons and force sugar into 
this country, and it is going to destroy 
this industry. I urge you to oppose this 
amendment. 

0 1945 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, could we get a report on how 
much time each of us has? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MILLER] has 51/2 min
utes remaining, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SCHUMER] has 4 minutes 
remaining, the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. KINGSTON] has 21/2 minutes re
maining, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA] has 4l/2 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. EWING] has 41h minutes re
maining. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT]. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment. 
Every time an American consumer pur
chases a bottle of Pepsi or a Coke or a 
candy bar, the big sugar producers in 
Florida crack a smile. And why should 
they not? The Federal sugar program 
inflates sugar prices to nearly twice 
the world average and cost American 
families $1.4 billion every year. This 
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money lines the already deep pockets 
of huge sugar conglomerates at the ex
pense of hard-working Americans. 

Many of us, when we ran for Con
gress, promised to work to change the 
way Washington works. I cannot think 
of a better example of one of those Fed
eral programs that needs to be re
formed and reformed immediately than 
the sugar program. The sugar subsidy 
encourages the type of overproduction 
that is bringing great harm to our en
vironment. This amendment represents 
real reform by phasing out the program 
over five years, and not a moment too 
soon. Sugar subsidies may be a sweet 
deal for sugar growers, but they are a 
raw deal for consumers and for tax
payers. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds only to say to 
the gentleman that just preceded me 
that the soft-drink industry uses corn 
syrup and not only uses sugar; also to 
our colleague from South Carolina who 
stood here and said, your side of the 
aisle, your side of the aisle, this is not 
the 1-minute Democrat bashing time. 
This is very serious business for jobs in 
the United States of America. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. If I have time, I 
yield to the gentleman from South 
Carolina. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 15 seconds. 

We keep hearing the issue of no net 
cost. The American consumer is the 
American taxpayer. The General Ac
counting Office, the independent agen
cy of Government, says it is $1.4 bil
lion. The American consumer pays 
that. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
GILCHREST]. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

First of all, I drink my coffee black, 
so I am a perfect neutral party for this 
particular discussion. We have heard a 
great deal of debate on the House floor 
about whether this helps or hurts the 
American consumer, helps or hurts the 
American farmer, and also where trade 
fits in here, and if my colleagues will 
just pay attention to the issue of trade 
for one item, the Miller amendment en
sures through existing laws that for
eign subsidized sugar will not hurt 
American producers. We have existing 
laws to protect those tariffs. 

No. 2, the government-subsidized 
loans, which is what we are talking 
about here, have been bad for consum
ers, bad for those jobs in the refining 
industry, and bad for family farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, the Miller-Schumer
Kingston amendment offers the only 
real reform in this good bill called the 
Freedom to Farm Act so that we can 

let market forces in this country de
cide what is best for the consumers. I 
urge a vote for the Miller-Schumer
Kingston bill. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. FARR]. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to this amend
ment. I think to a lot of people it is a 
very confusing time. It sounds like the 
Government subsidizes sugar. There is 
no taxpayer subsidy here. This is essen
tially a battle of economic interests. It 
is a battle that Americans ought to 
know about because it is either going 
to say we are going to err on the side 
of making candy and soft drinks cheap, 
and I wonder what is the national con
gressional policy on why we ought to 
have cheap candy in this country. The 
other side is you are going to err on 
the side of what we have done histori
cally, and that is to support farmers. 

Now, there are different kinds of 
farmers in this country. It is not all 
sugar cane. We have beet growers all 
over this country who support our 
local economy. These people need this 
program. So if you are going to take a 
vote tonight, you are going to either 
err on the side of farmers and support 
America and support what we have 
been doing over the years, or you are 
going to err on the side of business 
that wants to make candy cheap. I 
think that you ought to err always on 
the side of the farmers. Oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
MALONEY]. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Miller-Schumer-King
ston amendment. This amendment will 
protect thousands of jobs by eliminat
ing the U.S. sugar program. Continu
ation of the program which artificially 
doubles the price of sugar and restricts 
its import could also close the Domino 
Sugar refinery in my district, and I 
have a letter from the company right 
here stating just that. It is an impor
tant business. It employs 450 people in 
Williamsburg-Green Point, Brooklyn, 
and 150 in Manhattan, and these jobs 
are at risk right now. 

Domino Sugar has already had to 
close three plants, and a refinery 
closed four times in 1995 alone. Con
tinuation of the sugar program could 
shut Domino Sugar Co. down perma
nently, putting more than 1,000 Dom
ino employees out of work and destroy
ing many small neighborhood busi
nesses. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
deserve better. They deserve cheaper 
sugar. They deserve to keep their jobs. 
I have here three editorials, national 
newspapers, that came out in support 
of this amendment. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to our colleague, the 

gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
MINGE]. 

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, there has 
been a great deal of discussion about 
competition this evening. I think one 
factor that needs to be emphasized over 
and over is the fact that this new farm 
program bill opens up competition in 
sugar production. The allotment proc
ess has ended. Anyone in the United 
States that thinks that he or she can 
produce sugar more cheaply than his 
neighbor or the company in the next 
State can do so. We are not talking 
about a program that says this farmer 
can do certain types of sugar produc
tion, this farmer cannot. Anyone can 
get into the business. The market is 
open. It is free. It is for all. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I just want a report of the time 
and see how many speakers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MILLER] has 3 min
utes and 15 seconds remaining, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] 
has 3 minutes remaining, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] 
has 21/2 minutes remaining, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] 
has 2 minutes remaining, and the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING] has 
41/2 minutes remaining, and the gen
tleman from Illinois has the right to 
close. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 90 seconds to our distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Hawaii 
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, 
we have heard a discussion tonight 
about jobs, and I would say from my 
observation of the Republican pri
maries that I expect that Mr. Bu
chanan and others that are concerned 
about jobs in this country are going to 
be watching the result of this debate, 
because when you talk about cheap 
sugar you are talking about slave 
labor. You are talking about exporting 
jobs of Americans overseas. Make no 
mistake about it, a yes vote on this is 
going to be interpreted as being 
against the American worker, because 
when you go overseas to get that cheap 
sugar you are where there are no labor 
standards. There are no health stand
ards. There are no environmental 
standards. There are no safety stand
ards. 

We fought a war in this country to 
end slavery, and yet we are telling our
selves that in order to have cheaper 
sugar we are going to import slave 
labor sugar from people around the 
world who are being devoured by 
oligarchs, sugar oligarchs who have 
made it their business to destroy their 
people. They will destroy this country. 

Do the Members think that refineries 
are going to exist in this country when 
cheap sugar that is harvested by slave 
labor can go into a refinery in that 
country? That is what is going to hap
pen. This is about jobs in this country. 
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Urban Members of both sides of the 
aisle say that they are going to find 
cheaper sugar products in this country. 
Not only is that not true, but it is un
dercutting the people who are the best 
producers of sugar in the world. This is 
a jobs program. Vote for American 
workers. Vote down this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say first and foremost, 
if I had my way we would leave the no-cost 
sugar program alone. However, people asked 
for reform. The end product we have in the 
H.R. 2854, the Agricultural Market Transition 
Act, is reform. Domestic marketing allotments 
are eliminated. The loan rate will effectively be 
reduced. The marketing assessment paid by 
growers for deficit reduction purposes is in
cre~sed 25 percent. The foreign sugar import 
level is raised by 20 percent. Yet, the no-cost 
provision which has been in effect since 1985 
is still maintained. So if reform is what you 
want, reform is what you got. 

Mr. Chairman, for over 150 years, sugar has 
been grown in the State of Hawaii. Sugar has 
played a major role in the historical, cultural, 
and economic development of Hawaii. How
ever, the survival of sugar is now in question. 
Over the past decade, sugar production in Ha
waii has dropped drastically. In 1986, over 1 
million tons of sugar was produced. In 1995, 
the amount will be approximately 492,000 
tons. 

If Hawaii sugar producers were inefficient or 
unproductive I could not support the sugar 
program. Yet, the data proves that the Hawaii 
yields of sugar are among the highest in the 
world, about 10.5 tons an acre in 1993. In ad
dition, Hawaii's sugar field workers have the 
highest standard of living of any agricultural 
workers in the world. The only way the world 
sugar market competes with our domestic 
sugar industry is to artificially subsidize their 
sugar industry and to utilize slave labor. For
eign competitors do not have to comply with 
Federal and State standards for worker safety, 
wage and healthcare benefits, and for environ
mental protection. The concept of free trade is 
splendid, but for sugar it is a fantasy. One on 
one on a level playing field Hawaii sugar pro
ducers can beat anyone. 

In fact, according to a 1994 Landell Mills 
Commodities Studies the evidence reveals the 
United States to be the second lowest cost 
among the world's 31 major beet-producing 
countries, and 29th among 62 cane producing 
countries. Among the world's 13 producers of 
corn sweetener, the United States ranks as 
the absolute lowest cost. 

This Nation's highly efficient sugar farmers 
are ready, willing, and able to compete against 
foreign farmers. Until a level playing field ex
ists, however, it would be a mistake to dis
mantle a successful sugar policy while other 
nations continue their market-distorting habits 
at America's expense. 

Mr. Chairman, during the debate someone 
may bring up the Sweetener Users' Associa
tion, which represents the big, multinational 
food, candy and soda corporations, poster 
child-Bob's Candy of Albany, GA. As they go 
on to say, if sugar weren't so costly in the 
United States, they could stay competitive and 
not be forced to move jobs overseas. It is the 
sugar, says Bob's Candy. It costs too much 
here in America. Bob's Candy is forced to 

move operations to Jamaica because sugar is 
cheaper there. 

Well, my colleagues, let me tell you the rest 
of the story. 

Could it be there are other factors that 
brought Bob's Candy to Jamaica? Like, maybe 
the fact that Bob doesn't have to pay his Ja
maican employees anything near what he's 
paying his Georgia employees? Or perhaps, 
because there's no NLRB, no OSHA, no EPA, 
no Medicare payroll taxes to contend with in 
Jamaica? Could any of these factors have 
played a role in Bob's decision to locate in Ja
maica-or was it just the price of sugar, as big 
sweetener users say. 

Incidentally, according to Dunn & Brad
street, Bob's Candy is in the top 25 percent in 
terms of profitability of all American candy 
makers. 

Bob's Candy is simply a case of a profitable 
candy maker trying to use the sugar program 
as a convenient scapegoat for its decision to 
move good-paying American jobs overseas. 
And, in turn, the big corporate sugar users are 
trying to hide behind little ol' Bob's Candy as 
a vivid example why Congress should scrap 
the sugar program. 

Well, I don't buy it-and neither should the 
American public. 

Mr. Chairman and my House colleagues, 
support good policy, support American jobs, 
support the American economy. Vote against 
the Miller-Schumer amendment: immediate 
disaster, disguised as transition. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

You know what is interesting about 
all these folks who are supporting all 
the big lobbyists interests is that they 
keep saying there is over 400,000 jobs 
related to sugar, yet the USDA says it 
is only 46,000. So all this talk about 
jobs is losing me, Mr. Chairman. 

But what is wrong with working 
without a refinery? Mr. Chairman, 10 
years ago we had 22 refiners in Amer
ica. Today we have 11. What is it about 
these people that one job is better than 
the other? There is room for com
promise on this, Mr. Chairman. We 
need the Miller-Schumer-Kingston 
amendment. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. FOLEY], a member of the commit
tee. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I will 
show the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
KINGSTON] this brochure. These are 
people that live in my district, white, 
black, Hispanic families that work and 
live in my district in the sugar indus
try, not poster children, not models, 
not phony baloney, real people. 

Let me tell the gentleman I oppose 
his amendment. After a year of mass 
mailings, after a year of editorial writ
ing, we are here on a day of reform. If 
this Miller-Schumer-Kingston is re
form, then Dr. Kevorkian is the attend
ing physician. This will kill the domes
tic sugar industry. 

We talk about world price, folks. 
World price is based on 105,000 pounds 
of sugar. My mother does not go to 

Winn Dixie and buy 105,000 pounds of 
sugar. If it was true that you could buy 
it at that price, then we would all be 
buying our gas in the barrel, $17 a bar
rel for oil, would be much cheaper to 
fill our cars with oil by the barrel, but 
we do not do that. 

Domestic sugar is now on the world 
market 13 cents, 3 cents up over the 
last month and a half. Prices to refin
ers are up. 

Ladies and gentlemen, where was the 
testimony on this bill? We were first 
talking and guaranteeing the other 
side a vote on elimination February 26, 
dated on the Miller bill. Were there 
hearings? Did we go around the com
munities, as we did on the Committee 
on Agriculture? Did any Members come 
to Belle Glade, Clewiston, Pahokee, 
where I live? Did any Members come 
along with the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. HASTINGS] and I to talk to the peo
ple that are going to be affected by this 
bill? 
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Does this Congress care about jobs in 
America? Do they care about the fami
lies in our communities, or would they 
rather have every other foreign govern
ment giving us all our good advantages 
and when they are tired of giving us 
their wonderful sugar at a reasonable 
price, this wonderfully low-priced 
sugar being debated today, when they 
are tired of doing that, they are going 
to say, hey, we have got a captive audi
ence like we do on oil. Remember when 
there were lines for oil? Remember 
when there were fights in gas stations 
over oil? 

When the sugar cartels from the 
other nations you want to invite into 
this country say to you sugar is going 
to be a dollar a pound, S2 a pound, you 
are going to be stuck paying for it. 

You, ladies and gentlemen, then face 
the consumer. You, ladies and gentle
men, face the housewives that have to 
bake with these goods. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remaining one-half 
minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not looking for 
headlines. I am not looking for a pic
ture on the front page of the New York 
Times. I am speaking about people, 
real people in my district who will be 
out of work, people I know, people I 
have felt the flesh, and it is no secret 
that, yes, I have sugar cane in my dis
trict. 

But we are talking about jobs, jobs, 
jobs, U.S.A., American jobs. Otherwise, 
without this legislation, we partition it 
out throughout the world at lower 
prices, mind you, lower prices, but the 
world will benefit and American jobs 
will suffer. U.S.A., American jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. sugar program oper
ates at no cost to the Federal Government. In 
fact, through the fee assessments on the do
mestic industry, sugar has contributed more 
than $130 million to the Federal Treasury 
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since the last farm bill-and has contributed 
almost $500 million over the last 1 O years 
through import duties, the fees, and interest 
on loans. 

The U.S. sweetener industry has a positive 
impact on the economy-more than $26 bil
lion-generating 420,000 American jobs. 

My own district in the Rio Grande Valley of 
south Texas is a good example of the con
tributions of the sugar industry. 

The value of the sugar cane harvest from 
the farms of the Lower Rio Grande Valley an
nually averages $40 million. 

In addition, the sugar cane industry gen
erates $16 million annually for the valley econ
omy in the form of payroll, local taxes paid, 
and purchases from local merchants and serv
ices. A sugar mill and a nearby refinery proc
ess cane and raw sugar from hundreds of 
farmers and generate hundreds of job locally. 

The average sugar cane farm in the Rio 
Grande Valley is just 311 acres. These are not 
large corporate farms. These are small farm
ers who in 1973 formed a cooperative and 
built a sugar mill in Harlingen to process their 
sugar cane. 

U.S. consumers get a good deal on sugar at 
the supermarket. Our consumers currently buy 
refined sugar for about 39 cents a pound. By 
comparison, consumers in Tokyo pay almost 
90 cents a pound while those in Europe pay 
from 50 to 70 cents. The average retail sugar 
price in developed countries last year was 54 
cents-38 percent more than the U.S. price. 

On these purchases alone, U.S. consumers 
save $1.4 billion compared with consumers in 
other developed countries. Clearly, U.S. con
sumers pay a fair price for sugar. 

Sugar is an essential link in our food chain, 
and we need to maintain a viable domestic 
sugar producing industry, providing our con
sumers with access to a stable supply at a 
reasonable price. 

The sugar provisions continue the no cost 
program, and actually increase by 25 percent 
the level of the fees, which will generate about 
$288 million for the Treasury through 2002. 

In addition, the bill removes limits on pro
duction, removes a guaranteed minimum 
price, effectively reduces the loan rate by 1 
cent, and ensures an increase in foreign im
ports. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
FOLEY], in a very impassioned way, 
said did we come to his district? No; we 
did not come to his district. We were 
not invited. 

This bill has not been given the cour
tesies of the beet lobbyists' bill, and, 
furthermore, Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask rhetorically, did· he come to Savan
nah, GA, to talk to the refiner, the peo
ple who work in the refinery that I rep
resent or to the district of the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. MALONEY] 
to talk to the folks in New York, the 
450 jobs there that will be eliminated 
with this status quo, special-interest 
bill? 

Let us look at these amendments, 
Mr. Chairman. One by one, we have a 
loan rate. The USDA will have a no-

net-cost program. They are going to 
choke domestic supply so that there 
are no loan defaults. It is going to keep 
the price of sugar up. That is the si tua
tion that we are in under the current 
bill. 

This bill does not change the current 
law at all. We keep hearing about 
400,000 jobs. The USDA only sends us 
46,000 jobs in this beet industry. We 
keep hearing that this will eliminate 
jobs. 

Well, refiners have gone from 22 
plants to 11 plants in the last 10 years. 
It is not hypothetical about refiners 
losing jobs. They have already lost 
jobs. 

We keep hearing about this is not 
subsidized. Maybe you could say it is 
not subsidized. You certainly cannot 
say it is not a cartel. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a situation 
where these poor beet farmers, the 
wealthiest lobbyists on Capitol Hill, 
are in the beet, cane sugar industry. 
Every time I turn around, we see them 
walking the halls. We can hardly get 
by in the hall, they are walking in here 
with pockets full of money. 

Mr. Chairman, the poor beet farmers 
that are back home are not going to be 
put out of business by this bill. Let me 
tell you why and be very clear to the 
Members here about this: This bill only 
gets us to the conference committee so 
that we can work out a compromise. 
This is the only train leaving town. 

If we want to reform sugar, if we 
want to have a compromise, we must 
vote on Miller-Schumer-Kingston in 
order to get it before the conference 
committee for a compromise. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remainder of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, first I would like to 
say I think this has been an informed 
and thoughtful debate laying out two 
sides of the issue. My view is, under 
any reasonable and rational measure, 
the sugar program must be repealed. 
We all know it. The only question is 
whether we have the will to do it, the 
will to change. If this Congress is about 
change, then certainly this program is 
up for change, because it is truly gov
ernment controls run amok. 

If the issue is jobs, we must repeal. If 
the issue is the environment, then we 
must repeal. If the issue is consumer, 
then we must repeal. The Miller-Schu
mer-Kingston amendment phases out 
the sugar program over 5 years. Our 
amendment does not, does not expose 
American sugar growers to unfettered 
competition. It does not allow any 
more imports in under GATT than are 
allowed today. It does not remove the 
protective import quota but only gives 
the Secretary flexibility in increasing 
the quota to get adequate supplies, and 
it does not allow a single bag full of 
sugar in from Cuba. 

Well, in 1981, if the issue was jobs, 
just look at this chart. Every refinery 
with a red line through it is gone. 

Thousands of jobs and good-paying 
jobs, $25,000, $30,000, $35,000, $40,000 a 
year employing people in our cities and 
our suburbs. They will all be gone if we 
do not change this bill. 

How about the environment? I heard 
talk from the other side that their pro
posal is proenvironmental. Then why is 
our bill supported by the Everglades 
Trust, the National Audubon Society, 
the Wilderness Society, and the World 
Wildlife Fund? Why does the Audubon 
Society want to make this one of the 
key environmental votes of this ses
sion? 

And finally, about the consumer, 
about the consumer, the sugar program 
is the poster child of corporate welfare. 
It is not like peanuts, where there are 
small family farmers. Most of the 
sugar grown is grown on huge planta
tions; 1 percent of the cane growers get 
42 percent of the subsidies. That is 
trickle-down if I have ever heard it. 
One Florida family, $65 million a year, 
paid for by the nickels and dimes out of 
the pockets of your people and mine. 
That is wrong. 

Ask yourself the question: Why 
should a family earning $30,000 a year 
subsidize a handful of sugar barons to 
the tune of $1.4 billion a year? That is 
wrong. We know it. We know the pro
gram should be repealed. 

Let us finally do it. Support Miller
Schumer-Kingston. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, let us make clear 
what exactly the sugar program is. It 
is a Government-run cartel that sets 
the price of sugar at approximately 
twice the world price. It does it by con
trolling the amount of supply imported 
into this country and how much is al
lowed to be grown in this country. 

The price of sugar is almost half the 
price of what it is here in the United 
States. Australia, the largest exporter 
of sugar in the world, does not sub
sidize sugar, and they sell it at a world 
price of about 12 to 13 cents a pound. 
But we here in the United States, we 
pay 23 cents a pound. 

Now we talk about this as a no-net
cost program. Once again, the General 
Accounting Office, an independent 
agency of the Government, came up 
with a report that it cost $1.4 billion 
for the American consumer, and the 
American consumer is the American 
taxpayer. So it is a phony argument to 
say it is not a net cost to us. 

The issue of trade, now, I hear, first 
of all, I hear all this argument about 
Fidel Castro. I do not know what he 
has to do with this issue. People must 
be really concerned if they have to talk 
about Dr. Kevorkian or talking about 
slave labor. I mean, this is kind of a 
sad type of debate when you have to 
bring up those type of issues. 

Let us talk about trade. Trade is a 
Ways and Means issue. Trade is a Ways 
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and Means issue. The t rade laws are 
not impacted by this amendment. The 
Secretary of Agriculture has the same 
controls if this bill goes into effect as 
he does today. 

Now, we talk about all of this im
ported sugar. First of all , subsidized 
sugar is not allowed in the country, to 
start with. Those laws are there under 
the countervailing duty law. They are 
going to be kept out like it is today. 
That is a phony argument because that 
law is not being impacted by this. 

We have a crazy thing, Australia 
sells sugar to anybody in the world at 
13 cents a pound. No, to the United 
States, we are going to pay 23 cents. 
That is a subsidy to foreign sugar com
panies. Why are we doing that? GAO 
says it is $200 million a year of a sub
sidy to foreign countries. Why are we 
subsidizing their sugar? 

They are selling to everyone else in 
the world at half-price. That is how 
crazy this program is. Subsidized sugar 
is not going to be pouring into this 
country, and the Secretary of Agri
ct~lt.ure has sent a letter to that effect. 

This amendment is a consensus 
amendment. It is a consensus of a wide 
range of groups, and a compromise. It 
includes the refiners, the environ
mentalists, the free market people, the 
anti-big government people, and we 
have conservatives and liberals on this 
bill. It makes sense. We all agree on 
this. It is a compromise bill. It is a 5-
year phase-out. 

This is good for jobs. We keep hear
ing about jobs being lost in farming. 
That is not going to happen. We are 
losing jobs right now at sugar refiner
ies, whether they are in New York City 
or Baltimore or Savannah, GA. Those 
are real jobs being lost. We are having 
jobs shipped out of this country. 

Bob's Candy, in Albany, GA, for ex
ample, the largest manufacturer of 
candy canes, has been in existence for 
over 70 years. When he buys sugar in 
Albany, he pays the price in the United 
States, 23 cents. He has had to ship 
some of his business to Jamaica, and 
he gets sugar there for 13 cents from 
the same place in Savannah. That is a 
crazy program. Why are we allowing 
that? He is having to ship his jobs in 
order to compete for the candy cane 
business. That is not the way the 
American system should operate. 

I urge every Member to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

I wish I had about a half an hour to 
try and dispel so much misinformation 
that has been brought forth on this 
floor here today. 

Let me tell you that when we tried in 
the speciality crop subcommittee to 
de Vise a reform method for the sugar 
program, we looked at it very closely, 
and, yes, we had a program that was 
rootbound like a plant, and we did 
make changes in that program. 

What we devised was a protect ion 
from foreign subsidized sugar at our 
borders. But we went beyond what 
GATT required us to do, and we said we 
are going to make them bring in 20 per
cent more than the GATT minimum, 
and we are not going to say to the beet 
people you can only grow so much, or 
to the sugarcane people, you can only 
grow so much. We opened the produc
tion of the American sugar industry, 
and I will bet you a dollar to a donut 
you are going to see the price of sugar 
come down because the American sugar 
industry will produce more. 

When you talk about corporate wel
fare, I mean, if there is any corporate 
welfare in the sugar industry, it is a 
piker to the rest of the economy, and 
certainly we hear opponents get up one 
after another talking about refiners . I 
guess that is not corporate welfare. 

We talk about supply and import re
strictions. We went 20 percent over the 
GATT minimum. 

We hear about prices, and we have 
put the information out there. How 
many times? Even Australia, when one 
speaker says it is down to 12 cents, 
they have a 36-cent price in Australia. 

There are a lot of different prices for 
sugar around the world. But American 
sugar is stable in price. The supply is 
stable. 

0 2015 
The quality is excellent. What we 

have done is reformed the internal part 
of our sugar program and protected 
ourselves within the GATT treaty, 
within the new World Treaty Organiza
tion, from unfair competition. 

Vote no on this amendment. Save 
jobs for thousands of beet and sugar 
farmers around this country. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
take this opportunity to speak against the Mil
ler-Schumer amendment to eliminate the 
sugar program. This amendment will ensure 
the death of the sugar industry in the United 
States for no apparent gain. Consumers will 
not benefit, hard-working people will lose their 
jobs, and family farmers will go out of busi
ness. 

In North Dakota and virtually all of the sugar 
industry is made up of hard-working family 
farmers. In my State these farmers have 
banded together to grow, process, refine, and 
market a product that can compete with any in 
the world. They cannot, however, compete 
with the governments of the European Union 
which spend over $2 billion annually subsidiz
ing their sugar industry. 

The sugar program has provided stability to 
domestic consumers. In fact, American con
sumers have seen sugar prices drop 7 percent 
in the last 5 years. American consumers cur
rently pay 28 percent less on average than 
consumers in other developed countries. By 
comparison the United States retail price for 
sugar is 39 cents a pound compared to 68 
cents in France. 

The American sugar industry is also a huge 
employer. Over 420,000 people per year work 
in the sugar industry, resulting in $26.2 billion 

in economic activity. The fact of the matter is 
that the sugar program is good for consumers 
and good for jobs. 

The sugar program contained in the House 
bill is the simplest, most market-oriented pro
gram in history. The new reforms contained in 
the bill open the United States market to 20 
percent more foreign sugar than currently al
lowed. Marketing allotments are abolished, re
leasing the U.S. sugar market from Govern
ment control. Finally, the marketing assess
ments in this bill will actually generate reve
nues of at least $40 million per year for deficit 
reduction. This is responsible reform that still 
protects both the American consumer and the 
American farmer. 

The sponsors of this amendment want to ig
nore the reforms that have already been made 
and instead seek to cripple the domestic sugar 
industry, throw hard-working, innovative farm
ers out of business and flood the U.S. market 
with foreign sugar, increasing our trade deficit. 
They suggest that consumers will benefit from 
this action. The fact is that the consumer will 
not benefit unless the price of candy, pop, and 
cereal decreases as a result of the elimination 
of this program. This is pure pie in the sky 
given the small cost of the sugar contained in 
those products. More likely, sugar users will 
continue to exploit instability in the sugar mar
kets to raise prices on sweetened goods even 
higher. 

If you care about American jobs. If you care 
about American sugar producers, processors, 
users, and consumers vote no on this amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. MILLER] . 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were--ayes 208, noes 217, 
answered " present" 1, not voting 5, as 
follows: 

Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker(CA) 
Ba.IT 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Be Henson 
Berman 
B1lbray 
B111rakis 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bunn 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chrysler 
Clay 
Clement 

[Roll No. 35) 
AYES-208 

Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Cox 
Coyne 
Crane 
Cremeans 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Doggett 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglietta 

Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hayworth 
H1llea.ry 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
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Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jacobs 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kim 
Kingston 
Klink 
Klug 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
Largent 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lewey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martini 
Mascara 
McCarthy 
McDade 
McDermott 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Bl1ley 
Boehner 
Bon1lla 
Boni or 
Bono 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunning 
BUIT 
Burton 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Clayton 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crapo 

McHale 
McHugh 
Mc Innis 
Mcintosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meyers 
M1ller(CA) 
M1ller (FL) 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal 
Neumann 
Ney 
Olver 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Riggs 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Salmon 

NOES-217 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
F1lner 
Foley 
Ford 
Fr1sa 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Ganske 
Gephardt 
Geren 
G1llmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
H1lliard 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hunter 

Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Slaughter 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Studds 
Talent 
Tate 
Taylor (NC) 
Thornton 
Torkildsen 
Towns 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Wamp 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
White 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kaptur 
K1ldee 
King 
Kleczka 
Knollenberg 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Latham 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis <CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lucas 
Manton 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McKeon 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Minge 
Mink 
Montgomery 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Parker 
Pastor 
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Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Qu1llen 
Rahall 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Schaefer 
Schiff 

Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shuster 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith(TX) 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stump 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 

Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Ward 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon <FL) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
W1lliams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

ANSWERED "PRESENT''-1 
Sisisky 

Collins (IL) 
Furse 

NOT VOTING-5 
McKinney 
Mollohan 

D 2033 

Stokes 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois for, with Ms. Furse 

against. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 104-463. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SOLOMON: 
Strike title II (page 81, line 5, through page 

118, line 17) and insert the following: 
TITLE II-DAIRY 

SEC. 201. MILK PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM.. 
(a) StJPPORT ACTIVITIES.-During the period 

beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act and ending December 31, 2000, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall support the 
price of milk produced in the 48 contiguous 
States through the purchase of cheese, but
ter, and nonfat dry milk produced from the 
milk. 

(b) RATE.-The price of milk shall be sup
ported at the following rates per hundred
weight for milk containing 3.67 percent but
terfat: 

(1) During calendar year 1996, Sl0.15. 
(2) During calendar year 1997, Sl0.05. 
(3) During calendar year 1998, S9.95. 
(4) During calendar year 1999, S9.85. 
(5) During calendar year 2000, $9.75. 
(c) BID PRICES.-The support purchase 

prices under this section for each of the 
products of milk (butter, cheese, and nonfat 
dry milk) announced by the Secretary shall 
be the same for all of that product sold by 
persons offering to sell the product to the 
Secretary. The purchase prices shall be suffi
cient to enable plants of average efficiency 
to pay producers, on average, a price that is 
not less than the rate of price support for 
milk in effect under subsection (b). 

(d) SPECIAL RULE FOR BUTTER AND NONFAT 
DRY MILK.-

(1) ALLOCATION OF PURCHASE PRICES.-The 
Secretary may allocate the rate of price sup
port between the purchase prices for nonfat 
dry milk and butter in a manner that will re
sult in the lowest level of expenditures by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation or 
achieve such other objectives as the Sec
retary considers appropriate. The Secretary 
shall notify the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives and the Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry of the Senate of the allocation. 

(2) TIMING OF PURCHASE PRICE ADJUST
MENTS.-The Secretary may make any such 
adjustments in the purchase prices for non
fat dry milk and butter the Secretary con
siders to be necessary not more than twice in 
each calendar year. 

( e) REFUNDS OF 1995 AND 1996 ASSESS
MENTS.-

(1) REFUND REQUIRED.-The Secretary shall 
provide for a refund of the entire reduction 
required under section 204(h)(2) of the Agri
cultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446e(h)(2)), as 
in effect on the day before the date of the en
actment of this Act, in the price of milk re
ceived by a producer during calendar year 
1995 or 1996, if the producer provides evidence 
that the producer did not increase market
ings in calendar year 1995 or 1996 when com
pared to calendar year 1994 or 1995, respec
tJ vely. 

(2) ExCEPTION.-This subsection shall not 
apply with respect to a producer for a par
ticular calendar year if the producer has al
ready received a refund under section 204(h) 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 for the same 
fiscal year before the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(3) TREATMENT OF REFUND.-A refund under 
this subsection shall not be considered a-s 
any type of price support or payment for 
purposes of sections 1211 and 1221 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3811 and 3821). 

(f) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.-The 
Secretary shall carry out the program au
thorized by this section through the Com
modity Credit Corporation. 

(g) PERIOD OF EFFECTIVENESS.-This sec
tion shall be effective only during the period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act and ending on December 31, 2000. 
The program authorized by this section shall 
terminate on December 31, 2000, and shall be 
considered to have expired notwithstanding 
section 257 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
u.s.c. 907). 
SEC. 202. CONSOLIDATION AND REFORM OF FED

ERAL MILK MARKETING ORDERS. 
(a) AMENDMENT OF ORDERS.-As soon as 

practicable after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary shall amend Fed
eral milk marketing orders issued under sec
tion 8c of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 
U.S.C. 608c), reenacted with amendments by 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of1937, to-

(1) limit the number of Federal milk mar
keting orders to between 10 and 14 orders; 
and 

(2) provide for multiple basing points for 
the pricing of milk. 

(b) ExPEDITED PROCESS.-Using the rule 
making procedures provided in section 553 of 
title 5, United States Code, the Secretary 
shall-

(1) announce the amendments required 
under subsection (a) not later than December 
31, 1998; and 

(2) implement the amendments not later 
than December 31, 2000. 

(c) FUNDING.-Effective beginning January 
l, 2001, the Secretary shall not use any funds 
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to administer more than 14 Federal milk 
marketing orders. 

(d) STUDY REGARDING FURTHER REFORMS.
Not later than January 1, 1998, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall submit to Congress a re
port-

(1) reviewing the Federal milk marketing 
order system established pursuant to section 
8c of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 
U.S.C. 608c), reenacted with amendments by 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937, in light of the reforms required by 
subsection (a); and 

(2) containing such recommendations as 
the Secretary considers appropriate for fur
ther improvements and reforms to the Fed
eral milk marketing order system. 
SEC. 203. DAIRY EXPORT INCENTIVE PROGRAM. 

(a) DURATION.-Section 153(a) of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (15 U.S.C. 713a-14) is 
amended by striking "2001" and inserting 
" 2002". 

(b) SOLE DISCRETION.-Section 153(b) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 is amended by in
serting "sole" before "discretion" . 

(C) ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM.-Section 153(c) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (1); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (2) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(3) the maximum volume of dairy product 

exports allowable consistent with the obliga
tions of the United States as a member of 
the World Trade Organization is exported 
under the program each year (minus the vol
ume sold under section 1163 of the Food Se
curity Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-198; 7 U.S.C. 
1731 note) during that year), except to the 
extent that the export of such a volume 
under the program would, in the judgment of 
the Secretary, exceed the limitations on the 
value set forth in subsection (f); and 

"(4) payments may be made under the pro
gram for exports to any destination in the 
world for the purpose of market develop
ment, except a destination in a country with 
respect to which shipments from the United 
States are otherwise restricted by law.". 

(d) MARKET DEVELOPMENT.-Section 
153(e)(l) of the Food Security Act of 1985 is 
amended-

(1) by striking "and" and inserting "the"; 
and 

(2) by inserting before the period the fol
lowing: ", and any additional amount that 
may be required to assist in the development 
of world markets for United States dairy 
products". 

(e) MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE AMOUNTS.-Sec
tion 153 of the Food Security Act of 1985 is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(f) REQUIRED FUNDING.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the Commodity Credit Cor
poration shall in each year use money and 
commodities for the program under this sec
tion in the maximum amount consistent 
with the obligations of the United States as 
a member of the World Trade Organization, 
minus the amount expended under section 
1163 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (Public 
Law 99-198; 7 U.S.C. 1731 note) during that 
year. 

"(2) VOLUME LIMITATIONS.-The Commodity 
Credit Corporation may not exceed the limi
tations specified in subsection (c)(3) on the 
volume of allowable dairy product exports.". 
SEC. 204. EFFECT ON FLUID MILK STANDARDS IN 

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 
Nothing in this Act or any other provision 

of law shall be construed to preempt, pro-

hibit or otherwise limit the authority of the 
State of California, directly or indirectly, to 
establish or continue in effect any law, regu
lation or requirement regarding-

(1) the percentage of milk solids or solids 
not fat in fluid milk products sold at retail 
or marketed in the State of California; or 

(2) the labeling of such fluid milk products 
with regard to milk solids or solids not fat. 
SEC. 20S. REPEAL OF MILK MANUFACTURING 

MARKETING ADJUSTMENT. 
Section 102 of the Food, Agriculture, Con

servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
1446e-1) is repealed. 
SEC. 206. PROMOTION. 

(a) CONGRESSIONAL PURPOSE.-Section 
1999B(a) of the Fluid Milk Promotion Act of 
1990 (7 U.S.C. 6401(a)) is amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (6), (7) and 
(8) as paragraphs (7), (8) and (9), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

" (6) the congressional purpose underlying 
this subtitle is to maintain and expand mar
kets for fluid milk products, not to maintain 
or expand any processor's share of those 
markets and that the subtitle does not pro
hibit or restrict individual advertising or 
promotion of fluid milk products since the 
programs created and funded by this subtitle 
are not inte:u.ded to replace individual adver
tising and promotion efforts;" . 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL POLICY.-Section 
1999B(b) of the Fluid Milk Promotion Act of 
1990 (7 U.S.C. 6401(b)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

" (b) POLICY.-It is declared to be the policy 
of Congress that it is in the public interest 
to authorize the establishment, through the 
exercise of powers provided-in this subtitle, 
of an orderly procedure for developing, fi
nancing, through adequate assessments on 
fluid milk products produced in the United 
States and carrying out an effective, contin
uous, and coordinated program of promotion, 
research, and consumer information designed 
to strengthen the position of the dairy indus
try in the marketplace and maintain and ex
pand domestic and foreign markets and uses 
for fluid milk products, the purpose of which 
is not to compete with or replace individual 
advertising or promotion efforts designed to 
promote individual brand name or trade 
name fluid milk products, but rather to 
maintain and expand the markets for all 
fluid milk products, with the goal and pur
pose of this subtitle being a national govern
mental goal that authorizes and funds pro
grams that result in government speech pro
moting government objectives.". 

(c) RESEARCH.-Section 1999C(6) of the 
Fluid Milk Promotion Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6402(6)) is amended to read as follows: 

" (6) RESEARCH.-The term 'research' means 
market research to support advertising and 
promotion efforts, including educational ac
tivities, research directed to product charac
teristics, product development, including 
new products or improved technology in pro
duction, manufacturing or processing of 
milk and the products of milk.". 

(d) VOTING.-(1) Section 1999N(b)(2) of the 
Fluid Milk Promotion Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6413(b)(2)) is amended by striking "all proc
essors" and inserting "fluid milk processors 
voting in the referendum". 

(2) Section 19990(c) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
6414(c)) is amended by striking "all proc
essors" each place it appears and inserting 
"fluid milk processors voting in the referen
dum". 

(e) DURATION.-Section 19990(a) of the 
Fluid Milk Promotion Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 

6414(a )) is amended by striking " 1996" and in
serting " 2002" . 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] and a Member opposed, 
each will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to yield the time 
for managing the debate in opposition 
to the Solomon amendment and the re
sponsibility for allocation of that time 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON] , chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Livestock, 
Dairy, and Poultry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, today we are called 
upon to consider real reform of the 
Federal dairy program. We all need to 
know we have a farm bill, especially 
one that can pass and get to the Presi
dent to get his signature. Solomon
Dooley represents the Lugar-Leahy 
compromise which is acceptable to the 
Senate and acceptable to the President 
of the United States. 

Let us clear up one misconception 
right up front, the Gunderson plan in 
the dairy bill as it stands now is not 
deregulation, it is more regulation. 

The Solomon-Dooley-Lugar-Leahy 
amendment will get the Federal Gov
ernment out of the dairy price support 
business in 5 years. No more govern
ment subsidies of the dairy industry. 
Solomon-Dooley accomplishes this re
form while preserving the Federal milk 
marketing order system which is so 
badly needed to give price stability to 
dairy farmers and consumers at no cost 
to the taxpayer. 

Mr. Chairman, in our bill, in our sub
stitute, we require the consolidation of 
milk marketing orders to no more than 
14 orders over the next 5 years. But 
that gives the farmers of this Nation 
time to do what is so vitally necessary 
today. 

Solomon-Dooley also does not add 
extra solids into milk. Think about 
that. You do not want extra solids in 
your milk. You do not want that man
dated down your throat, unlike the 
Gunderson bill. We do allow California 
to keep its existing standards if they 
see fit to do so. 

In my hand I have a letter from Sen
ator LUGAR, the chief Senate conferee 
on agriculture, who says he and his 
Senate colleagues will not accept the 
flooring of milk prices or the higher 
milk solid standards in this bill. We 
need a bill the President will sign. If 
Senator LUGAR pulls the price floor or 
the California milk standards out of 



February 28, 1996 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3167 
this bill as he intends to do, not only 
do our small dairy farmers not gain as 
much but they will also suffer terrible 
losses inflicted by other income redis
tribution schemes in this bill. 

The only other alternative in con
ference would be to do nothing, which 
means there would be no bill language 
on dairy. And we all would have to re
visit this dairy issue sometime later 
on. We do not want that. We need a bill 
now. 

The Solomon-Dooley plan saves more 
taxpayer and consumer dollars than 
the Gunderson plan does. Even though 
the Congressional Budget Office scores 
the Gunderson language as saving $770 
million versus the Solomon plan, CBO 
and the Department of Agriculture 
have analyzed, and you all should lis
ten to this, especially on the other side 
of the aisle, the secondary effects of 
the Gunderson plan compared to Solo
mon-Dooley. 

They compare the real spending im
pacts of both plans on Federal spending 
programs. According to the Depart
ment of Agriculture, the Gunderson 
plan would add $1 billion to the cost of 
nutrition programs, $1 billion. CBO es
timates that the added cost to the food 
stamp program alone would add half a 
billion dollars in Federal spending paid 
for by the taxpayers. We have not got 
that money. The impact would also ad
versely affect the school lunch program 
and WIC, knocking off, listen to this, 
according to Secretary of Agriculture 
Glickman, knocking off as many as 
200,000 families out of the WIC Pro
gram. 

0 2045 
In other words, when we look at the 

whole picture, and that is the honest 
way to this tonight, the Solomon
Dooley substitute ends up still saving 
$350 million, and that is not including 
the increased costs passed on to the 
consumers through higher milk prices, 
estimated to be as high as 20 to 40 
cents a gallon in the grocery store. We 
better think about that when we vote 
on this amendment. 

Solomon-Dooley has the support of a 
broad coalition of dairy farmers, con
sumers, all the taxpayer groups. Most 
of them are using this as a key vote. 

Support dairy farmers, consumers, 
and taxpayers. Vote for the Solomon
Dooley amendment, and do it for the 
American small dairy farmer in this 
Nation and the consumer. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to yield 10 min
utes of my time for purposes of control 
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
VOLKMER], the ranking member of the 
subcommittee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 21/2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, Members, tonight we 
bring forth a comprehensive, the most 
comprehensive, reform of the dairy 
program in 45 years. We bring it forth 
on a bipartisan basis, and we bring it 
forth as a national compromise. 

I find it rather fascinating. The gen
tleman from New York was complain
ing about some of the elements of the 
compromise that were the exact ele
ments of the compromise that he asked 
for earlier in these negotiations, but I 
guess accuracy does not have a lot to 
do with what we are dealing with to
night here anyway. 

Let us look at facts, if we can, for 
just a second. We want to talk about 
who saves the taxpayers more. CBO 
says we save the taxpayers more, we 
save $770 million versus only $350 mil
lion to CCC under their program. That 
is over $400 million more that we save 
than they do. 

Second, which one does more for 
dairy farmer income? Let us take a 
look. Again CBO, USDA numbers. What 
are they? We increased dairy farmers' 
income over 7 years by $3.4 billion. The 
Solomon amendment cuts those same 
New York dairy farmers he is trying to 
save, it cuts their income by $4 billion 
over that same 7-year period; not our 
numbers, USDA numbers. 

We really want to know why we are 
here tonight. The gentleman from New 
York, [Mr. SOLOMON] has the interests 
of the dairy farmer at heart. There is 
no debate about that. The reason we 
are here tonight, my colleagues, is this 
chart. Take a look at what the retail 
price of milk is, and then take a look 
at what percentage of that the farmer 
gets. 

Do we want to know why there is a 
multimillion-dollar campaign being 
run by the large corporate dairy lobby
ists in this country trying to change 
exactly what we are dealing with here 
tonight? It is because they want the 
profits, and they want the profits for 
themselves. 

Many of us have seen this little old 
graph, you have seen this advertise
ment in every newspaper across the 
country wherever they could find 
enough money to print it. Well, I want 
my colleagues to take a good look at 
this chart, take a real good look, be
cause I want to tell how accurate it is. 
It is a bunch of lies, they know it is a 
bunch of lies that has been corrected 
by CBO, it has been corrected by 
USDA, it has been corrected by CRS. 
Does anyone want to know why? 

Mr. Chairman, I want my colleagues 
to know about this rotten bunch of 
junk that is being circulated against us 
tonight. The fact is that instead of a 20 
percent increase in milk, we are only 
looking at a 3. 7 percent increase. In
stead of a 12 percent increase in ice 
cream, we are looking at a 1 percent. 
They say that butter is going to go up 

21 percent. USDA says it is going to go 
nowhere, it is going to stay where it is , 
and cheese is actually going to go 
down. 

So if we want real comprehensive 
pricing reform, if we want to prepare 
the dairy industry for the inter
national export market, if we really 
want to make a consolidation of or
ders, if you want to protect the tax
payer and protect the consumer and 
protect the farmer at the same time, 
we will do what the American farm bu
reau asks us to do; that is, vote against 
the Solomon amendment and stick 
with the committee bill. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DOOLEY], the other half of 
this bipartisan cosponsorship of our 
amendment. 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that all of the Members of this delega
tion, of this body, realize that the idea 
behind freedom to farm is to move to a 
more market-oriented system. 

The proposal that Mr. SOLOMON and I 
are introducing today is a proposal 
that d.oes, in fact, move the dairy in
dustry to a more market-oriented sys
tem. If we look at it in contrast to the 
Gunderson proposal, we are setting up 
even more regulation under the 
Gunderson proposal. We set up a class 
1 pool, we set up a class 4 pool, we set 
up a minimum price on fluid milk, we 
have set up national standards on sol
ids. That is nothing that has anything 
to do with market orientation. 

What Mr. SOLOMON and I are propos
ing is a transition away from the cur
rent government programs that has a 
methodical transition in reducing the 
support price on butter, powder, and 
cheese over the next 5 years. Under the 
Gunderson proposal, they take an ap
proach which is going to cause distor
tions in the marketplace, because what 
do they do? They immediately elimi
nate the support price on butter and 
powder, but they maintain it on 
cheese. The private sector is going to 
respond, dairy producers are going to 
respond, processors are going to re
spond because they are going to move 
the product that is currently going 
into butter and powder into cheese. 
This creates a distortion in the mar
ketplace that is going to be predicated 
on unsound principles that are part of 
the Gunderson proposal. 

What the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] and I are offering is a 
measure that will do more also for con
sumers. I do not think anyone here can 
argue that some of the figures that the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
GUNDERSON] was just bringing up that 
is going to increase dairy farm income 
is coming out of the pockets of con
sumers and taxpayers. If we are moving 
to a more market-oriented system, pro
ducers should be deriving their income 
not from the government, but from 
what the marketplace will offer them, 
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and that is precisely what we are try
ing to provide. 

This amendment also is one which 
has been identified by the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture to increase be
cause it lowers a part, would increase 
the ability of U.S. dairy products to 
compete in world markets. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON]. 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, as the gentleman from Wis
consin, Chairman GUNDERSON, said, we 
do have a bipartisan bill here that we 
have worked out on a long-time basis. 
STEVE GUNDERSON and I and others in 
the committee traveled this country 
for the last 2 years trying to put this 
thing together. We have huge regional 
fights within this industry, and we 
have an opportunity finally with this 
compromise to end those fights and put 
this industry on a more level playing 
field, to move us to a more market-ori
ented policy, and if there was any 
other easy solution, we would have 
come up with that solution during that 
2-year period of time. We have been on 
every side of this issue, we have had 
the whole industry against us as we 
tried to do this, and this is a true com
promise that will get us in the direc
tion we need to go. 

And the reason that we need this is 
that we have a lot of dairy producers in 
this country that are in big trouble. In 
our State we are losing three dairy 
farmers a day, and that is not because 
they are getting too much money for 
their milk. The fact of the matter is 
they are getting too little money for 
their milk, and this bill does increase 
their income, and it should increase 
their income, but it does it in a reason
able way that will be able to be dealt 
with in the marketplace. 

We need to be clear about some of the 
people that are up arguing in favor of a 
more market-oriented plan. One of the 
gentlemen here from the State of Cali
fornia, they have a quota system. They 
have a system that is way away from 
the market, and then they stand up 
and have the gall to argue that we 
should move to a more market-ori
ented plan. 

In our plan we tried to take the spe
cial concerns of California into ac
count. I think we did that. I think we 
came up with a system where we can 
bring them in and put all of us on a 
level playing field. And now they come 
in around the back door. 

Mr. Chairman, this compromise gets 
rid of a lot of these regional inequities 
that we have been dealing with over 
the last number of years. We are seeing 
the industry shift out of the Midwest 
into places like California because we 
had a system that is not fair, that has 
been the government skewing this and 
moving the industry because of an 
unlevel playing field, because of a sys
tem that was set up in 1985 as some 

people in this Congress and a back
room deal that got us into this mess, 
and this is the way out of it. 

So please reject the Solomon amend
ment and support the committee com
promise. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING
STON], the chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations and one of the most 
outstanding Members of this body. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, on 
behalf of the approximately 450 farms 
in my district, with the approximate 
rate of 70 cows per farm, who are not 
worried about getting rich, they are 
just interested in staying alive, I rise 
in strong support of the Solomon
Dooley dairy substitute. 

The initial savings that the gen
tleman from Wisconsin pointed to may 
have been the story as of maybe some 
time ago, but the rest of the story is 
that there are hidden costs. 

By letter of February 27, 1996, just 
yesterday, CBO says that the dairy pro
visions of the committee bill increased 
food stamp 0u. ~lays by $430 million. 
USDA, another letter of the same date, 
yesterday, says the dairy provisions of 
the committee bill increased the cost 
of food assistance programs like WIC 
by an estimated $1 billion for fiscal 
years 1997 through the year 2002. These 
costs were not subtracted when CBO 
initially scored the committee dairy 
proposal as achieving the $770 million 
in savings, and it means that once the 
hidden costs are appropriated that we 
will actually either have to cut appro
priations for those programs or others, 
or else cut services, or possibly even 
appropriate $100 million more just to 
maintain current services for WIC in 
fiscal year 1997. 

Now, to my southerners, I have to 
say the small dairy farmers are sup
porting the Solomon-Dooley amend
ment. They know the committee's pro
posal for a floor price for milk is just a 
narcotic. The small farmers know the 
floor price on milk is totally unaccept
able to the Senate. Consumer groups, 
food dealer and manufacture organiza
tion, to taxpayers, and to conservative 
organizations like Heritage. State farm 
bureaus, the Small Dairy Farmers for 
the Southeast knew this when it was 
first proposed last December, they 
know it today. I have a long list of 
groups that support the Solomon
Dooley proposal, and I would incor
porate that for the record and ask my 
friend from New York to circulate it 
around because there are lots and lots 
of organizations that know that unless 
this amendment passes the small dairy 
farmer is gone. 

Mr. Chairman, I insert the following 
''Dear Colleague'' correspondence: 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: 
Dairy producers, free market groups, con

sumer groups all agree, Solomon/Dooley is 
the only choice. 

Solomon/Dooley: Does not raise consumer 
prices; phases out the price support in five 
years; eliminates the assessment dairy farm
ers pay; maintains the viability of our na
tion's dairy farmers; and promotes dairy 
farmer exports. 

Dairy producer/farm groups support Solo
mon/Dooley: Alabama Farmers Association; 
New York State Department of Agriculture 
and Markets; Louisiana Farm Bureau; New 
York State Farm Bureau; Tampa Independ
ent Dairy Farmers Association; Carolina/Vir
ginia Milk Producers Association; Florida 
Dairy Farmers Association; Georgia Milk 
Producers; California Milk Producers; The 
Alliance of Western Milk Producers; Dairy
man's Cooperative Creamery; Danish Cream
ery; San Joaquin Dairymen; Niagara Milk 
Cooperative; and Upstate Milk Cooperative. 

Free Market Groups Support Solomon/ 
Dooley: Americans for Tax Reform; Small 
Business Survival Committee; John 
Frydenlund, Heritage Foundation; and Asso
ciation of Concerned Taxpayers. 

Consumer Groups Support Solomon/ 
Dooley: Public Voice; Community Nutrition 
Institute; Consumers Union; Center for 
Science in the Public Interest; and Consumer 
Alert. 

Gunderson equals more Government, high
er consumer prices; Solomon equals pro-mar
ket reform that's pro-dairy farmer. 

There is only one choice: Support the Solo
mon/Dooley amendment. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield a minute and a half to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. POMBO]. 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2854 and espe
cially the dairy title. I am the first 
person to say that this dairy provision 
is not perfect; however, the Committee 
on Agriculture language is better than 
any other proposal we have seen in re
cent years and is certainly better than 
anything we will be voting on here to
night. 

It is unfortunate that there has been 
such a high level of confusion and mis
information over this subject. The bot
tom line, however, is easy. The Com
mittee on Agriculture language saves 
the taxpayer $770 million, which is 
about $420 million more than does the 
Solomon-Dooley amendment. At the 
same time the committee language, ac
cording to USDA, puts an additional 
$90 million in the pockets of Calif or
nia's dairy producers during the transi
tion period, while the Solomon-Dooley 
amendment would cost the dairymen of 
my State $42.5 million. The Solomon
Dooley amendment would be a disaster 
for the American dairy farmer raising 
the average price for dairy farmers by 
30 cents a hundredweight. While the 
dairy title would see a rise of 23 cents 
a hundredweight, the dairy title estab
lishes a 2-year transition period during 
which the Department of Agriculture 
will develop and implement a reform 
dairy program. Should the dairymen of 
any order, including California, decide 
that they choose not to become a part 
of the Federal program as designed by 
USDA, then they have the right to vote 
themselves out. California could, if it 
chose, opt out of the Federal system 
and simply maintain the current sys
tem as they have now. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SKEEN] , another valuable member of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Solomon amend
ment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to my good friend, the gen
tleman from western New York, Mr. 
BILL PAXON, another hardworking 
member of this committee. 

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Solomon-Dooley 
amendment. Over the past year I have 
worked closely with Chairman SOLO
MON on the dairy issue, and I want to 
thank him for his efforts on behalf of 
both consumers and dairy farmers , and 
for his leadership in crafting what is 
today a true compromise. The Solomon 
approach is a balanced plan that does 
not hurt dairy farmers and does not 
hurt consumers. That is why dairy 
farmers, free-market groups, and con
sumer groups have all come together in 
support of the Solomon-Dooley ap
proach, this amendment. 

This amendment has the support of 
the following farm and dairy farm or
ganizations: the Alabama Farmers As
sociation, the Louisiana Farm Bureau, 
the New York State Farm Bureau, the 
Florida Dairy Farmers Association, the 
Carolina-Virginia Milk Producers, the 
Alliance of Western Milk Producers, 
and the California Milk Producers. 
These farm groups and others realize 
that the Gunderson proposal is in fact 
a house of cards that will ultimately 
hurt both dairy farmers and consumers 
despite its lofty promises. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, the Gunder
son proposal in the farm bill is not the 
deregulation proposal he made last No
vember. This bill proposes to mandate 
the addition of solids in fluid milk na
tionwide and increase the class I sup
port level. What does that mean? Con
sumer prices go up. This is more regu
lation and Government intervention, 
not less. Manufacturing groups, small 
business groups, free-market groups, 
consumer groups, all oppose these 
dairy provisions. 

Again, this Gunderson proposal is not 
the deregulation proposal offered in 
November. It is the Solomon-Dooley 
amendment that has the support of 
free-market and consumer groups from 
all across the political spectrum. It 
has, for example, the support of Ameri
cans for Tax Reform, the Association 
of Concerned Taxpayers, Public Voice, 
Consumers Union, and Consumer Alert. 
Solomon-Dooley is a bipartisan, 
profarmer, promarket, proconsumer 
amendment. I urge Members to support 
the Solomon-Dooley amendment. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, this farm 
bill is the worst agriculture bill in the 

last 30 years , and the Solomon amend
ment makes it worse , for two reasons. 
First of all, if you vote for the Solomon 
amendment, you are going to add $7 
billion in financial burdens to farmers , 
and you are going to add a $400 million 
cost to the taxpayers. The amendment 
is a wondrous gift to the biggest proc
essors in this country at the expense of 
dirt farmers . 

Second, since 1934, under the ridicu
lous milk-marketing order system this 
country now has, if you are a farmer 
living in Florida, you get $3 more for 
every 100 pounds of milk you produce 
than if you live in the upper Midwest. 
That whole milk-marketing order sys
tem ought to be scrapped. The commit
tee bill tries to do that in 2 years. It 
does not get there, but it at least tries. 

The Solomon amendment continues 
this ridiculous system for an additional 
2 years. That alone is reason enough to 
vote against it. If you believe in the 
dignity of work, I dare you to look a 
Midwestern farmer in the eye and tell 
him that the dignity of his work is 
worth 30 percent less than the dignity 
of the work of another farmer simply 
because of where he lives. There is no 
reason in terms of fairness to vote for 
the Solomon amendment. Vote against 
the amendment, and then vote against 
the bill itself. They are both turkeys. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to my good friend, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. TOWNS]. 
We just heard from a Democrat from 
Wisconsin. Let us hear from a Demo
crat from New York. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Solomon-Dooley sub
stitute. This substitute will not, and I 
repeat, will not increase consumer 
costs or add unnecessary regulations 
on the dairy industry. During a time 
when entitlements such as food stamps 
and other child nutrition programs are 
being cut back and streamlined, it ap
pears only logical that the Solomon
Dooley substitute would be adopted. 

Unlike the committee's dairy provi
sions, the substitute will not increase 
dairy product costs. In fact, it will save 
$350 million, and will not require milk 
solids to be added to fresh milk. Par
ents and children who depend on WIC 
and school lunches should not have to 
be concerned about the freshness of 
milk or its increased cost. I urge my 
colleagues to support this sensible 
amendment. Do not listen to the num
bers that they are just grabbing out of 
the air. This is a cost-saving amend
ment and is the right thing to do. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CAMP] . 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the 
amendment. One thing we cannot for
get in the debate over dairy is that 
American dairy farmers are ready and 
willing to fight for a bigger share of 

international markets. This bill gives 
them the immediate tools to do that. 
This compromise immediately removes 
butter and nonfat dry milk from price 
supports. Removing these supports will 
free dairy farmers to take advantage of 
growing overseas markets. Currently, 
butter and nonfat dry milk markets 
are strong and growing, and our dairy 
farmers are ready to compete. I have 
heard from farmers in Michigan and 
they are ready to go. However, retain
ing domestic price supports, as the Sol
omon amendment does, would allow 
foreign competitors to undercut Amer
ican dairy farmers in international 
markets. The 5-year phaseout of these 
price supports in the Solomon amend
ment would only hold them back. I 
urge opposition to the Solomon amend
ment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say, to the contrary, the Solo
mon amendment fully funds the incen
tive program for export in this bill, ac
cording to the Secretary of Agri
culture. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to my 
good friend, the gentleman from Geor
gia, Mr. CHARLIE NORWOOD. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, we continue to hear 
how Wisconsin dairy farmers got a raw 
deal back in the 1985 farm bill, and how 
dairy farmers in other parts of the 
country are doing better at their ex
pense. 

Well , we need to take a look at the 
facts. The Department of Agriculture 
statistics on dairy farmers take-home 
pay show that Wisconsin farmers are 
doing better than the majority of farm
ers in the rest of the country. 

Now we are being asked to take the 
income of those other dairy farmers 
across America and transfer it to dairy 
farmers in Wisconsin through pooling 
profits in fluid milk. 

That's not only wrong, but it would 
be disaster for many small family 
farms. The amount of income-transfer 
called for in the House dairy title is 
larger than the total profit margins of 
many of those small farmers, and 
would flat put them out of business. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue points out 
far too well what happens when the 
Federal Government starts tampering 
with the economy. We end up with 
Americans pitted against each other in 
the fight over who benefits most from 
the largesse and special advantages 
granted by Washington. We cannot 
change these systems overnite, but it 
is high time we got started. 

We need to stop playing Big Brother 
by taking money out of one farmer's 
pocket and putting it in another's. 
Karl Marx would have been mighty 
proud of that concept. 

There is a reasonable alternative to 
this problem of fluid milk profits, that 
has the support of Members on both 
sides of the aisle. 
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The Solomon-Dooley dairy substitute 

amendment addresses the fluid milk 
issues in the dairy title in a way that 
is fair to the whole country. 

I urge you to support fair play for 
dairy farmers in all ·so States by voting 
for the Solomon-Dooley amendment. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to take just a minute to an
nounce that this will be the last 
amendment we will be voting on this 
evening. I will not be offering the 
amendment that I did not ask for from 
the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
0BERSTAR]. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, over 
the last 20 minutes, Minnesota's dairy 
farms have seen half of their numbers 
cease operations. In my district half of 
the dairy farms closed their doors. 
That is 1,500 dairy farms. They were 
dairy farms. They used to be families. 

If the Solomon amendment becomes 
law, more Midwest dairy families will 
be driven off the land because the Solo
mon amendment will increase the price 
of Northeast milk, widen the disparity 
in regional milk prices, disadvantage 
Midwest dairy farmers, without real 
marketing reform. 

In our upper Midwest milk shed area, 
the average price dairy farmers were 
paid in 1994 was less than they were 
paid in 1980. The principle driving force 
behind that gaping price disparity and 
the loss of dairy farms in east-central 
Minnesota, in my district and else
where in my region, is the unfair, un
balanced, protectionist milk market
ing order system. If you believe in a 
free market, get rid of the milk mar
keting orders. All you do is benefit 
some parts of the country and dis
advantage others. 

The Gunderson plan in this bill is far 
from my ideal of real reform, but it is 
realistic, it is a workable step. We are 
moving in the right direction toward 
milk market order reform and consoli
dation. It moves the dairy sector to
ward a uniform national pricing sys
tem. The Solomon amendment is not 
reform, it is regional protectionism. 
We ought to vote it down. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair
man, the committee achieves the re
forms needed in dairy policy, just as 
H.R. 2854 does for all other commod
ities it affects. Again, dairy farmers 
are meeting their responsibility in 
helping to balance the Federal budget, 
but they need the committee reforms 
to the dairy program to meet that re
sponsibility and to make a profit milk
ing cows. 

The committee bill saves $76 million 
in over 7 years. That is $400 million 
more than the Solomon-Dooley amend
ment. The dairy industry wants to be
come more market-oriented, and the 

committee bill allows them to accom
plish that during a 2-year transition 
period, the shortest transition period 
included in the farm bill. The commit
tee bill consolidates orders, reforms 
pricing, phases down support price over 
5 years, and provides a safety net for 
the thousands of dairy farm families 
across this Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I met with two groups 
of dairy farmers from my district last 
week concerning the committee bill. 
These hardworking family farmers, 
who only want an opportunity to make 
a living for their family and be success
ful in dairy farming, they believe the 
committee bill is the way to go. I ask 
that my colleagues defeat this amend
ment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
l1/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BAKER], another very 
valuable Member of this body. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Chair
man, here it is. Here is the phaseout of 
the farm programs. Follow it along, 
folks. This is what the kinder and 
gentler new Congress is going to do to 
get your hand out of the taxpayers. 
They have succeeded partly. They got 
their hand out of the taxpayers, and 
they put them into the consumer big
time. The Gunderson provision makes 
a bad policy worse. 

The Heritage Foundation says fluid 
milk prices to consumers are likely to 
increase by roughly 50 cents per gallon. 
The USDA estimates the increase to 
consumers at between 17 cents and 24 
cents per gallon. Americans for Tax 
Reform supports the Solomon amend
ment, designates it a key vote for this 
year. Unlike Gunderson, the Solomon 
amendment will not increase dairy 
prices. It immediately reduces the cur
rent support price by 20 cents, and then 
10 cents a year, a kinder and gentler 
freedom to farm. 

Unlike Gunderson, the Solomon 
amendment will not create new bu
reaucratic pooling mechanisms. Unlike 
Gunderson, the Solomon amendment 
will not mandate expensive milk for
tification. The CBO estimates private 
sector mandates at $800 million to $1.1 
billion. 

The following California groups sup
port the Solomon amendment: The Al
liance of Western Milk Producers, 
Dairy Institute of California Berkeley 
Farms, Brown Car Farm, Antioch, Cali
fornia, San Joaquin Valley Dairymen, 
Jersey Maid Milk Products, Chase 
Brothers Dairy, and 30 more. 

The following groups oppose the 
Gunderson amendment: Americans for 
Tax Reform, Citizens Against Govern
ment Waste, Consumers Union, Na
tional Taxpayers Union, Consumer 
Alert, and representatives from Cato 
Institute and the Heritage Foundation. 

D 2115 
Please, I urge my colleagues, join me 

in voting for the Solomon amendment, 

the only dairy reform provision avail
able. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 10 seconds. 

I just want to point out that we turn 
over the pricing system to the USDA 
over the next 2 years. I do not know 
how he has got a chart, because it has 
not been done yet. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield P/2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. SMITH], our distinguished col
league on the committee. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I will try to explain what is hap
pening. 

I am for a free market. If you are for 
a free market for dairy farmers and 
dairy products, then you vote against 
the Solomon amendment. The produc
ers organizations across the country 
from coast to coast have now endorsed 
the committee version of this bill. 
They do it because they go to a free 
market. 

Why some are nervous about the in
crease in price is because immediately 
under the committee bill we take away 
government purchases of powder and 
butter. That means that under the 
GATT negotiations, farmers can take 
advantage of export markets. 

There is some fear that if farmers 
take advantage of export prices, the 
price of milk might go up. 

If we are after a free market, what 
we do is vote down the Solomon 
amendment and get government out of 
the hair of the dairy farmers of this 
country. They are having a very dif
ficult time surviving. If we do not get 
this bill passed, I say that many of the 
dairy farmers in my district are going 
to give up the ghost and go out of busi
ness. 

Let us just review the organizations 
that support this: Nationally, the NFO, 
NFU, National Farm Bureau, again es
sentially every producer organization; 
a few in California do not support the 
bill. The California program is unique. 

I urge you to look at a free enterprise 
system that is going to maintain a 
dairy industry in the United States 
that is going to satisfy our needs and 
not evolve into a situation where we 
have to depend on imports for milk. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
these are two provisions, two amend
ments that, in my judgment, support 
the dairy industry. This Solomon 
amendment is better. It appeals to a 
broad spectrum of the industry, con
sumer groups, free market groups, be
cause this provision saves real money. 
It gets the Federal Government out of 
price support on a date certain. And 
most importantly, it does not pit one 
region against the other. 

What we are doing here is a com
promise, and like all good com
promises, all sides will be able to live 
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with it. This is a good provision. It is 
fairer than the other one. It is one that 
the industry can support, and, more 
importantly, it does not put the West 
against the Midwest, and it is a provi
sion that deserves this House's support. 

I support the Solomon-Dooley amendment 
because it will give United States dairymen 
the opportunity to compete in international 
markets. 

Just like we should do what is best by main
taining the peanut program we should main
tain the reforms in our current dairy system by 
supporting the Solomon-Dooley amendment. 

Our American dairymen can produce milk 
more efficiently than any other country in the 
world. In recent years we have made other 
countries open their markets through trade 
agreements like NAFTA and GATT. Now we 
must give our dairymen the tools to compete 
for that international business. 

I think the Solomon-Dooley amendment also 
protects our domestic milk market to make 
sure other countries do not take over our dairy 
market. 

This is a critical time for US dairies. They 
will either choose to limit the milk we consume 
in the United States or produce more milk 
products to be sold to other countries which 
produces jobs in the United States. 

The policies that have transitioned the dairy 
industry toward a greater market-orientation 
over the past ten years should continue. The 
Solomon-Dooley amendment continues creat
ing opportunities for the American dairy indus
try. 

Vote "yes" on Solomon-Dooley. 
Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say I have to 
smile every time I hear the consumer 
argument made, because in this coun
try, everyone knows that we are 
blessed with the most abundant food 
supply, the best quality of food, the 
safest food supply at the lowest cost to 
our consumer of any other country in 
the world. No one comes close to us. 

Today, our dairymen need a raise. In 
1984, dairy farmers received $13.61 a 
hundred, and a half gallon of milk cost 
Sl.13. In 1994, the farmers received 
$13.02 a hundred, and a half gallon of 
milk cost Sl.44. 

The Solomon amendment will reduce 
dairy farm income over the next 7 
years by S4 billion. The committee bill 
that the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. GUNDERSON] and the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON] and 
others have worked hard in numerous 
hearings will add $3.4 billion. It is not 
an unreasonable raise. 

I hear a lot about how much it is 
going to cost. The true figure is 6 cents 
per week. We hear a lot about the addi
tives that are going to be added to our 
milk. Solids, not fat, are primarily pro
tein and calcium. Read the health con
cerns of so many men and women 
today. Current Federal standards for 

class 1 milk requires less protein and 
calcium than the average cow pro
duces. 

California has had it right for all of 
these years. What we are suggesting 
now is let the cow do her work. Let the 
people consume the milk that the cow 
produces, or at least a little closer 
than what we have been used to. 

We hear all of this about the Federal 
regulations. That was laughable. As 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
GUNDERSON] pointed out, we have not 
done it yet. But what he is doing in 
this amendment, we are taking 33 Fed
eral orders and reducing it down to 13. 
That is 20 less regulatory bodies. If 
that is not deregulation, if that is not 
dealing with the cost. 

Now, the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. LIVINGSTON] pointed out rightfully 
there are some problems with some of 
the feeding programs. But this bill 
saves $770 million. Dairy farmers have 
always been willing to share with those 
less fortunate. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
P/2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. THURMAN], one of the dis
tinguished Members of this body from 
my former home State. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

I cannot support the dairy title of 
this bill, for one major reason: It is 
going to drain income unnecessarily 
from my region. That is why I am sup
porting the Solomon-Dooley amend
ment. 

Dairy farmers in Florida are hurt by 
the Class 1 pool. The result, income 
will be shifted from Florida dairy farm
ers to other regions. 

In addition, Florida consumers are 
hurt in two ways. The general con
sumer is hurt by the requirement for 
added solids. This requirement will in
crease the cost of fluid milk in those 
regions that will have to import the 
solids to add to local milk. That added 
cost will be passed on to consumers. 
Whether it is 40 cents a gallon or 40 
cents a week is not important. What is 
important is that these price increases 
are not necessary. 

I now want to address my urban col
leagues on my side of the aisle. Last 
year, we fought together against an un
fair welfare reform plan that hurt the 
needy. The dairy title increases the 
cost of WIC and reduces the benefits of 
food stamps and other nutrition pro
grams that utilize milk by Sl billion. 
This amounts to a program reduction, 
in addition to whatever other changes 
may be included in the next welfare re
form plan. 

The only alternative before us today 
is the Solomon-Dooley amendment. It 
hurts neither the dairy farmer nor the 
milk consumer. Join me in supporting 
this sensible alternative. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to my colleague, the 

gentleman from California [Mr. CAL
VERT]. 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, there 
are about 350,000 milk cows in my area 
of California. I probably have more 
milk cows in my district than my good 
friend, the gentleman from the State of 
New York. 

I was in favor of deregulating the en
tire dairy program, as many people 
here would like to do. But my friend 
was opposed to that. That is where we 
are at today. 

The Gunderson compromise is the 
best compromise that we have, so I 
hope my colleagues will join me and 
the California Farm Bureau, National 
Farm Bureau, and my local producers, 
and it is the largest producing area in 
the United States, in opposing Solo
mon-Dooley. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield l1/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA], the 
former chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture, a member who has stood 
on this floor many times in the name 
of helping farmers all over the United 
States, who has traveled extensively 
throughout the United States in behalf 
of farmers and now would like to make 
another speech in behalf of dairy farm
ers. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

My colleagues, this will be the last 
time that I participate in any debate 
on the farm bill and on the dairy pro
gram. 

I have suffered with the dairy pro
gram all of my years on the Committee 
on Agriculture as chairman of the com
mittee, but somehow in the final event, 
we come out with what is possible. 
Legislation is the art of the possible, 
not the extreme one side, not the ex
treme the other side. I have seen it all 
as it rolled by the years that I have 
been here. 

In this case, I will support the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDER
SON], because I think it falls more 
closely to what has been the model 
through the years. We look for the con
sumer, we look for the farmers, and it 
partly a sad occasion that I say this 
will be the last time that I participate 
in a debate of this kind on dairy, but I 
think that my final decision to support 
Mr. GUNDERSON follows the experience 
which I have had through the years. 

But I have said what I needed to say, 
that with all due respect to my dear 
friend from New York, with all respect 
to my dear friend from California, as I 
go back through the years, I assess all 
of the models, all of the areas, all of 
the novel and innovative, you have got 
to come with what is possible, and I 
think this is the art of the possible, 
what is possible this day, this hour, 
this very minute, and I would hope 
that my colleagues would support the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
GUNDERSON]. 
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Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BROWN], who has a 
strong interest in dairy. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair
man, I do not pretend to speak with 
the expertise that the chairman just 
spoke with. But I want to speak in sup
port of the provisions authored by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
GUNDERSON]. 

My experience has been with the very 
large dairy industry in southern Cali
fornia. I know that this is the provi
sion which best meets their needs, and 
I am here to indicate to you that I 
think that this would be best for all of 
the American dairy industry, although 
it is not a perfect bill or a perfect pro
vision, as we all know, and I hope that 
we can keep those provisions in the bill 
and not support the Solomon amend
ment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me say to the gentleman from 
Texas, KIKA DE LA GARZA, there is only 
one, and we sure are going to miss you. 
I am sorry you are not going to be able 
to be here tomorrow. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BOEHLERT] a distinguished Member of 
this body. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Solomon-Dooley 
amendment. It is a win-win situation. 
It is good for farmers. It eliminates the 
assessment they pay into the price sup
port program. That is a well-deserved 
break. 

It is good for farmers because it 
maintains the milk marketing orders, 
incidentally, milk marketing orders 
they pay for, not the taxpayers. 

It is good for farmers because it will 
keep them competitive. It is good for 
farmers because it fully funds the dairy 
export incentive program, which is ex
tremely important for trade in our 
dairy farmers' future expansion. That 
is good for our balance of payments. 

This proposal is good for the tax
payers because it gets the Government 
out of the price support business, and 
it is good for consumers because it ac
complishes all of this without raising 
consumer costs or increasing Govern
ment regulations. 

D 2130 
Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would first like to 
say that I support the work of the gen
tleman from Wisconsin, the chairman 
of the subcommittee, Mr. GUNDERSON, 
on the dairy title. I strongly oppose the 
provision of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

I would like to recommend and make 
a suggestion: As one who is also past 
chairman of this subcommittee and has 
worked on this same problem for years 

and did not get to the successful con
clusion as the gentleman from Wiscon
sin, that the savings that are made by 
the dairy title in the bill, approxi
mately $700 million, can easily then be 
used to offset the cost to the WIC Pro
gram and to the Food Stamp Program. 

Is there any reason that cannot be 
done in conference? I see none. That 
should allay the fears of those feel that 
the Gunderson provision would in
crease the cost and stop people from 
benefiting from those programs. It will 
not, because those savings can be used 
to offset those costs. Therefore, I 
strongly support the Gunderson pro
posal. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, let us 
go from New York all the way out to 
California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, I imagine people try
ing to follow this who do not under
stand the dairy programs or agri
culture programs are somewhat thor
oughly confused right no',";. I will try to 
simplify it. This is about whose ox gets 
gored, or, more appropriately, whose 
milk cow dries up. 

Let me ask a question: If you have 
ever seen the University of Wisconsin 
basketball team, and they pan the stu
dent body, are those students wearing 
powdered milk hats, butter hats, or 
cheese hats? Guess what happens in 
this program supported by the Cam
mi ttee on Agriculture? Powdered milk 
phases out immediately; butter phases 
out immediately; cheese does not. 

Now, I am not standing up here say
ing that I do not have a cow in the cor
ral. Since 1961, California decided on its 
own, without trying to affect the rest 
of the country, we wanted to fortify 
our milk. Up until recently, we did 
what we wanted to do and left the rest 
of the country alone. 

What has occurred over the last sev
eral years is that California cannot do 
what it wants to do anymore. Here is a 
Federal court order telling California 
that they cannot enforce their own 
milk solid standards. 

There is no guarantee in the commit
tee bill that we can do what we want to 
do. There is a guarantee in the Solo
mon bill. We do not want to impose it 
on the rest of the country; we just 
want to do what we want to do. Fun
damentally, you have heard it over and 
over again. Senator LUGAR has said it 
is crazy. This program in the Commit
tee on Agriculture goes toward more 
control, when the whole thrust of the 
agriculture bill in all the other areas is 
towards less control. The Secretary of 
Agriculture has said Sl billion more. 
We have already heard the negotiations 
on the floor. "Can we move some of the 
money that is going to the producers 
under this to help the WIC Program or 
to help the Food Stamp Program?" Al
ready the negotiations are beginning. 

You do not need to go into that kind 
of horse trading if you support the Sol
omon-Dooley amendment. It is an ex
cellent, excellent revision to an other
wise good bill. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, the 
first think I wanted to do is commend 
the gentleman from Wisconsin, STEVE 
GUNDERSON. He certainly has done yeo
man work in his authority as the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry, and, 
STEVE, we all appreciate your work 
over the years. 

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, I 
would implore Members to vote for the 
Solomon-Dooley amendment. This 
amendment does not cost the farmers 
anything, it does not cost the consum
ers anything. It once and for all does 
away with all Government subsidies of 
the dairy industry. Let us do that 
throughout all of the Committee on 
Agriculture and let us let the farm sys
tem work. Above that, it does not cost 
the consumer a nickel. 

This is a fair amendment. It pre
serves milk marketing orders through
out this country on a regional basis so 
that farmers, small and large, can stay 
in business. In my area they are going 
out of business by the droves. They are 
the backbone of America. 

The way to help them is to vote for 
the Solomon amendment. It is the one 
that will be accepted by the Senate and 
the President, and will become law. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, to 
close this debate, I yield the balance of 
my time to the distinguished gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], the 
Chairman of the full Committee on Ag
riculture. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas is recognized for 2 min
utes. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. I say to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], semper fi. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know of any 
Member who has worked harder and 
persevered more and put up with more 
and received more brickbats for his ef
forts than STEVE GUNDERSON. I would 
hope the Chair would not take that 
very well deserved applause out of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, many Members look 
at this issue with very parochial inter
ests, and that is the nicest way that I 
can put it. STEVE GUNDERSON loses 
more cows in his district every year 
than they have. He has worked harder 
and longer to achieve true dairy policy 
reform than anyone else; 10,000 trav
eled miles to conduct the field hear
ings. 

Now, it is a fact of life, nobody is 
ever going to be happy or satisfied with 
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any dairy provision. My suggestion is 
when we go to the conference on dairy, 
we hold it in Sarajevo. 

But the committee language, and I 
am a little tired of trying to push this 
rope to try to get all of the dairy re
gions to work together, but the com
mittee language represents the great
est amount of dairy program reform in 
its history. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STENHOLM] said it right: In terms of 
farm income, we increase dairy farmer 
income by $4 billion. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Solomon] and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DOOLEY] cut dairy income by $3.7, a dif
ference of $7. 7 billion. 

We save more money. We eliminate 
two-thirds of the Federal milk market
ing orders. With the committee bill, we 
are able to allow the dairy industry to 
compete in the international market
place. It removes butter and powder 
from price supports immediately. The 
other folks keep that over a period of 
time. 

The Committee on Agriculture's 
dairy plan, with its subcommittee 
chairman, who has worked harder than 
any other individual on this farm bill 
that I know, is the clear choice for 
dairy farmers all throughout the Na
tion. Please support the committee. 
Support Mr. GUNDERSON and the com
mittee's plan. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the Solomon amendment because the ma
jority of dairy farmers in my district support the 
dairy reform plan already in the farm bill. 

I believe the farm bill is the best plan for re
forming dairy programs for several reasons. 

First, the Congressional Budget Office has 
scored the farm bill's dairy program as saving 
$767 million over 7 years. That is considerably 
more than the Solomon amendment's $337 
million in savings. 

The farm bill does this by eliminating price 
supports for butter and powdered milk imme
diately. We save millions of dollars by this pro
vision alone. 

The Solomon amendment slightly reduces 
price supports for all milk products and then 
eliminates them completely after 5 years. By 
keeping all the price supports in place for sev
eral years, this proposal spends more money 
than the farm bill. 

Second, the farm bill requires the USDA to 
develop a new dairy program that will bring 
the dairy industry into a competitive market 
system over the next 3 years. To make sure 
this happens, our bill has a tremendous incen
tive for the dairy industry to work with the 
USDA and develop a market based program. 
If this program is not agreed upon in 2 years, 
then the existing dairy program expires. Now 
that's a powerful incentive to reform the pro
gram. 

Third, the farm bill protects dairy farmers in 
my district while the program is being changed 
to a market-based system. During the 2-year 
transition period, the farm bill provides a floor 
price for fluid milk. 

Furthermore, the bill provides an important 
safety net for dairy farmers by keeping a price 

support program for cheese. Farmers in my 
district are willing to give up price supports for 
butter and powder milk tomorrow, but they 
need some level of protection. Under the bill, 
the cheese price supports would continue, but 
at a lower level each year. 

Finally, the farm bill adopts California's 
standards for fluid milk throughout the country. 
For over 25 years Californians have enjoyed 
the nutritional benefits of California milk. This 
is a critical point for my constituents, and I 
support the farm bill because it keeps Califor
nia's higher milk standards. 

In short, I believe the dairy provisions of the 
farm bill is the best approach to reforming 
dairy programs and moving the industry to a 
market-based system. Ultimately, that is in the 
best interests of the taxpayer, consumers, and 
the dairy farmers. 

I urge my colleagues to support the dairy 
provisions of the farm bill and to oppose the 
Solomon amendment. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of the Solomon amendment. This amend
ment will keep dairy products affordable for 
the American consumer and at the same time 
provide a smooth transition for dairy farmers 
to a largely free market system, all at little or 
no cost to the American taxpayer. 

Under the bill before us today, the price for 
a gallon of milk would increase 40 to 50 cents; 
the price of cheese and other dairy products 
would increase as well. Under the Solomon 
amendment, the price of milk and other dairy 
products would be largely unchanged. 

In addition, the bill before us would increase 
the cost of the Child Nutrition and Food Stamp 
Programs by $1 billion over the next 6 years, 
according to the Agriculture Department's 
chief economist. The Women, Infant, and Chil
dren Feeding Program, or WIC, would have to 
reduce the average number of monthly recipi
ents by 80,000 in 1997 and an additional 
30,000 in later years to recoup the increased 
cost of dairy products. The Solomon amend
ment would keep dairy prices down, allowing 
the WIC, School Lunch, and Food Stamp Pro
grams to function at at least minimal levels in 
an era of budgetary cuts and block grants. 

I urge my colleagues to support the women, 
infants, children, consumers and farmers of 
this country. Keep dairy prices affordable and 
vote "yes" on the Solomon amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from New York, Mr. SOLOMON. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 258, noes 164, 
answered "present" 1, not voting 8, as 
follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker(LA) 

[Roll No. 36) 
AYES--258 

Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 

Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
BU bray 

B111rakis 
Bishop 
Bl!ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Borski 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown <OH) 
Burr 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Christensen 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cremeans 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lauro 
Dellwns 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Fogl1etta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank CMA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frlsa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 

Abercrombie 
Archer 
Armey 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett <WI> 
Bartlett 
Bentsen 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Bono 
Boucher 

Goss 
Graham 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamllton 
Hancock 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
H1lleary 
H1lliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knollenbc~ 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Largent 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
L1v1ngston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDennott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
M1ller (FL) 
Moakley 
Mol1nar1 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrtck 
Nadler 
Neal 

NOES--164 
Brewster 
Brown {CA) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burton 
Calvert 
Camp 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
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Ney 
Norwood 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Qu1llen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Seastrand 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith(NJ) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Towns 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon CPA) 
Weller 
White 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young(FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Chrysler 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (Ml) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Costello 
Crape 
Cub1n 
Danner 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lay 
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Dickey Kaptur Ramstad 
Dingell Kasi ch Regula 
Doolittle K1ldee Rivers 
Dunn Kim Roberts 
Edwards Kleczka Roemer 
Ehlers Klug Rogers 
Emerson Kolbe Rohrabacher 
Ewing LaHood Roth 
Fawell Latham Royce 
Fi Iner Laughlin Sabo 
Ford Levin Sanders 
Frost Lewis (CA) Sawyer 
Gephardt Lewis (KY) Schroeder 
Geren Lipinski Sensenbrenner 
Gibbons Lucas Shad egg 
Gtlchrest Luther Skelton 
Gtllmor Manton Smith (Ml) 
Gonzalez McCarthy Smtth (TX) 
Goodling McDade Smith (WA) 
Gordon McKean Stenholm 
Green Metcalf Stump 
Greenwood Minge Stupak 
Gunderson Mink Tanner 
Gutknecht Mollohan Tejeda 
Hall (TX) Montgomery Thompson 
Hansen Moorhead Thornberry 
Hastings (WA) Myers Thornton 
Hayworth Nethercutt Torrtcell1 
Herger Neumann Traf1cant 
Hobson Nussle Upton 
Hoekstra Oberstar Vento 
Hoke Obey Volkmer 
Horn Orton Ward 
Hoyer Oxley Waters 
Hunter Pastor Whitfield 
Jackson (IL) Pelosi Wicker 
Jackson-Lee Peterson (MN) W1lliams 

<TX) Petri Wilson 
Johnson (CT) Pombo Wise 
Johnson (SD) Pomeroy Wolf 
Johnson. E. B. Poshard Woolsey 
Johnston Rahall Young (AK) 

ANSWERED " PRESENT"-1 
Riggs 

NOT VOTING--8 
Coll1ns (IL) McKinney Stokes 
Furse Rose Studds 
Markey Stark 

0 2157 
The Clerk announced the following 

pair: 
On this vote: 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois for, with Ms. Furse 

against. 

Mr. FATTAH, Mr. LAZIO of New 
York, and Ms. BROWN of Florida 
changed their vote from " no" to "aye." 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. 
HAYWORTH, and Mr. SAWYER 
changed their vote from "aye" to " no. " 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 104-463. 

The Chair understands the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] is not de
siring to offer amendment No. 4. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 8 printed in House Report 
104-463. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOEHLERT 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BOEHLERT: 
Strike title ill (page 118, line 18, through 

page 128, line 12) and insert the following: 

TITLE III-CONSERVATION through an environmental quality incent ive 
SEC. 301. CONSERVATION. 

(a ) F UNDING.-Subtitle E of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841 et 
seq.) is amended to read as follows: 

"Subtitle E-Funding 
"SEC. 1241. FUNDING. 

"(a ) MANDATORY EXPENSES.-For each of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2002, the Secretary 
shall use the funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to carry out the programs au
thorized by-

" (1 ) subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D 
(including contracts extended by the Sec
retary pursuant to section 1437 of the Food, 
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (Public Law 101-624; 16 U.S.C. 3831 note)); 

" (2) subchapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D; 
and 

" (3) chapter 4 of subtitle D. 
"(b) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVE 

PROGRAM.-For each of fiscal years 1996 
through 2002, $200,000,000 of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall be 
available for providing technical assistance, 
cost-sharing payments, and incentive pay
ments for practices authorized under the en
vironmental quality incentive program 
under chapter 4 of subtitle D. At least 50 per
cent of the funds made available under this 
subsection for a fiscal year shall ~ \lsed to 
provide technical assistance, cost-sharing 
payments, and incentive payments under 
such chapter relating to livestock produc
tion. " . 

(b) ENVIRONMENT AL QUALITY INCENTIVE 
PROGRAM.-Subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3830 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol 
lowing: 
"CHAPI'ER 4-ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

INCENTIVE PROGRAM 
"SEC. 1240. DEFINITIONS. 

" In this chapter and section 1241: 
"(l) LAND MANAGEMENT PRACTICE.-The 

term 'land management practice' means a 
site-specific nutrient or manure manage
ment, integrated pest management, irriga
tion management, tillage or residue manage
ment, grazing management, or other land 
management practice that the Secretary de
termines is needed to protect, in the most 
cost effective manner, water, soil, or related 
resources from degradation. 

"(2) LIVESTOCK.-The term 'livestock' 
means mature livestock, dairy cows, beef 
cattle, laying hens, turkeys, swine. sheep, 
and such other animals as determined by the 
Secretary. 

" (3) PRODUCER.-The term 'producer' 
means a person who is engaged in livestock 
or agricultural production (as defined by the 
Secretary). 

" (4) STRUCTURAL PRACTICE.-The term 
'structural practice' means-

" (A) the establishment of an animal waste 
management facility, terrace, grassed water
way, contour grass strip, filterstrip, 
tailwater pit, or other structural practice 
that the Secretary determines is needed to 
protect, in the most cost effective manner, 
water, soil , or related resources from deg
radation; and 

" (B) the capping of abandoned wells. 
"SEC. 1240A. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRA· 

TION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
INCENTIVE PROGRAM. 

" (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-
" (!) IN GENERAL.-During the 1996 through 

2002 fiscal years, the Secretary shall provide 
technical assistance, cost-sharing payments, 
and incentive payments to producers who 
enter into contracts with the Secretary, 

program. 
"(2) ELIGIBLE PRACTICES.-
" (A) STRUCTURAL PRACTICES.-A producer 

who implements a structural practice shall 
be eligible for technical assistance or cost
sharing payments, or both. 

"(B) LAND MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.-A pro
ducer who performs a land management 
practice shall be eligible for technical assist
ance or incentive payments, or both. 

" (3) ELIGIBLE LAND.- Assistance under this 
chapter may be provided with respect to land 
that is used for livestock or agricultural pro
duction and on which a serious threat to 
water, soil, or .related resources exists, as de
termined by the Secretary, by reason of the 
soil types, terrain, climatic, soil , topo
graphic, flood, or saline characteristics, or 
other factors or natural hazards. 

"(4) SELECTION CRITERIA.-ln providing 
technical assistance, cost-sharing payments, 
and incentive payments to producers in a re
gion or watershed, the Secretary shall con
sider-

" (A) the significance of the water, soil, and 
related natural resource problems; and 

" (B) the maximization of environmental 
benefits per dollar expended. 

" (b) APPLICATION AND TERM. 
" (1) IN GENERAL.-A contract between a 

producer and the Secretary under this chap
ter may-

" (A) apply to 1 or more structural prac
tices or 1 or more land management prac
tices, or both; and 

" (B) have a term of not less than 5, nor 
more than 10, years, as determined appro
priate by the Secretary, depending on the 
practice or practices that are the basis of the 
contract. 

" (2) DUTIES OF PRODUCERS AND SEC
RETARY.-To receive cost-sharing or incen
tive payments, or technical assistance, par
ticipating producers shall comply with all 
terms and conditions of the contract and a 
plan, as established by the Secretary. 

"(c) STRUCTURAL PRACTICES.-
"(!) COMPETITIVE OFFER.-The Secretary 

shall administer a competitive offer system 
for producers proposing to receive cost-shar
ing payments in exchange for the implemen
tation of 1 or more structural practices by 
the producer. The competitive offer system 
shall consist of-

"(A) the submission of a competitive offer 
by the producer in such manner as the Sec
retary may prescribe; and 

"(B) evaluation of the offer in light of the 
selection criteria established under sub
section (a)(4) and the projected cost of the 
proposal, as determined by the Secretary. 

" (2) CONCURRENCE OF OWNER.-If the pro
ducer making an offer to implement a struc
tural practice is a tenant of the land in
volved in agricultural production, for the 
offer to be acceptable, the producer shall ob
tain the concurrence of the owner of the land 
with respect to the offer. 

"(d) LAND MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.-The 
Secretary shall establish an application and 
evaluation process for awarding technical as
sistance or incentive payments, or both, to a 
producer in exchange for the performance of 
1 or more land management practices by the 
producer. 

" (e) COST-SHARING, INCENTIVE PAYMENTS, 
AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-

" (!) COST-SHARING PAYMENTS.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-The Federal share of 

cost-sharing payments to a producer propos
ing to implement 1 or more structural prac
tices shall not be greater than 75 percent of 
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the projected cost of each practice, as deter
mined by the Secretary, taking into consid
eration any payment received by the pro
ducer from a State or local government. 

"(B) OTHER PAYMENTS.-A producer shall 
not be eligible for cost-sharing payments for 
structural practices on eligible land under 
this chapter if the producer receives cost
sharing payments or other benefits for the 
same land under chapter 1, 2, or 3. 

"(2) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.-The Secretary 
shall make incentive payments in an amount 
and at a rate determined by the Secretary to 
be necessary to encourage a producer to per
form 1 or more land management practices. 

"(3) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-
"(A) FUNDING.-The Secretary shall allo

cate funding under this chapter for the pro
vision of technical assistance with respect to 
non-Federal lands according to the purpose 
and projected cost for which the technical 
assistance is provided for a fiscal year. The 
allocated amount may vary according to the 
type of expertise required, quantity of time 
involved, and other factors as determined ap
propriate by the Secretary. Funding shall 
not exceed the projected cost to the Sec
retary of the technical assistance provided 
for a fiscal year. 

"(B) OTHER AUTHORITIES.-The receipt of 
technical assistance under this chapter shall 
not affect the eligibility of the producer to 
receive technical assistance under other au
thorities of law available to the Secretary. 

"(C) PRIVATE SOURCES.-The Secretary 
shall ensure that the process of writing and 
developing proposals and plans for contracts 
under this chapter, and of assisting in the 
implementation of structural practices and 
land management practices covered by the 
contracts, are open to individuals in agri
business, including agricultural producers, 
representatives from agricultural coopera
tives, agricultural input retail dealers, and 
certified crop advisers. The requirements of 
this subparagraph shall also apply to any 
other Department program using incentive 
payments, technical assistance, or cost-share 
payments and to pilot project programs of 
the Department that require plans. 

"(f) LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-The total amount of 

cost-sharing and incentive payments paid to 
a person under this chapter may not ex
ceed-

"(A) Sl0,000 for any fiscal year; or 
"(B) $50,000 for any multiyear contract. 
"(2) EXCEPTION TO ANNUAL LIMIT.-The Sec

retary may exceed the limitation on the an
nual amount of a payment under paragraph 
(l)(A) on a case-by-case basis if the Sec
retary determines that a larger payment is 
essential to accomplish the land manage
ment practice or structural practice for 
which the payment is made. 

"(3) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall 
issue regulations that are consistent with 
section 1001 for the purpose of-

"(A) defining the term 'person' as used in 
paragraph (l); and 

"(B) prescribing such rules as the Sec
retary determines nece·ssary to ensure a fair 
and reasonable application of the limitations 
established under this subsection. 

"(g) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 180 days 
after the effective date of this subsection, 
the Secretary shall issue regulations to im
plement the environmental quality incentive 
program established under this chapter.". 
SEC. 302. WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) ENROLLMENT.-Section 1237 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837) is amend
ed by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

"(b) ENROLLMENT CONDITIONS.-
" (l) MAXIMUM ENROLLMENT.-The total 

number of acres enrolled in the wetlands re
serve program shall not exceed 975,000 acres. 

"(2) METHODS OF ENROLLMENT.-The Sec
retary shall ensure, to the maximum extent 
practicable, that of the total number of acres 
enrolled in the wetlands reserve program-

"(A) one-third of the acres are enrolled 
through the use of permanent easements; 

"(B) one-third of the acres are enrolled 
through the use of 30-year easements (or 
easements of a shorter period if required 
under applicable State laws); and 

"(C) one-third of the acres are enrolled 
through the use of restoration cost-share 
agreements authorized under section 
1237 A(h).". 

"(3) TEMPORARY EMPHASIS ON CERTAIN EN
ROLLMENT METHODS.-To achieve the enroll
ment ratios specified in paragraph (2), the 
Secretary shall endeavor, to the maximum 
extent practicable, to rely on the enrollment 
methods described in subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) of paragraph (2) to enroll lands in the 
wetlands reserve program until such time as 
enrollments under each such subparagraph 
accounts for approximately one-third of all 
lands enrolled in the wetlands reserve." 

(b) ELIGIBILITY.-Section 1237(c) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837(c)) 
is amended by striking "2000" and inserting 
"2002". 

(C) EASEMENTS AND RESTORATION COST
SHARE AGREEMENTS.-Section 1237A of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837a) is 
amended-

(1) in the section heading, by inserting be
fore the period at the end the following: "and 
restoration cost-share agreements"; 

(2) by striking subsection (c) and inserting 
the following: 

"(c) RESTORATION PLANS.-The develop
ment of a restoration plan, including any 
compatible use, under this section shall be 
made through the local Natural Resources 
Conservation Service representative."; 

(3) in subsection (f), by striking the third 
sentence and inserting the following: "Com
pensation may be provided in not less than 5, 
nor more than 30, annual payments of equal 
or unequal size, as agreed to by the owner 
and the Secretary."; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
"(h) RESTORATION COST SHARE AGREE

MENTS.-The Secretary may enroll land in 
the wetland reserve program through agree
ments that require the landowner to restore 
wetlands on the land, if the agreement does 
not provide the Secretary with an easement. 
Other than cost share and technical assist
ance provided under section 1237C(b), the 
Secretary may not provide compensation for 
an agreement under this subsection.". 

(d) COST SHARE AND TECHNICAL ASSIST
ANCE.-Section 1237C of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837c) is amended by 
striking subsection (b) and inserting the fol
lowing: 

"(b) COST SHARE AND TECHNICAL ASSIST
ANCE.-

"(l) EASEMENTS.-In the case of an ease
ment entered into during the 1996 through 
2002 calendar years, in making cost share 
payments under subsection (a)(l), the Sec
retary shall-

"(A) in the case of a permanent easement, 
pay the owner an amount that is not less 
than 75 percent, but not more than 100 per
cent, of the eligible costs; and 

"(B) in the case of a 30-year easement, pay 
the owner an amount that is not less than 50 
percent, but not more than 75 percent, of the 
eligible costs. 

"(2) RESTORATION COST-SHARE AGREE
MENTS.-ln making cost share payments in 
connection with a restoration cost-share 
agreement entered into under section 
1237(A)(h), the Secretary shall pay the owner 
an amount that is not less than 50 percent, 
but not more than 75 percent, of the eligible 
costs. 

"(3) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-The Sec
retary shall provide owners with technical 
assistance to assist owners in complying 
with the terms of easements and restoration 
cost-share agreements.''. 

(e) EFFECT ON ExISTING EASEMENTS.-The 
amendments made by this section shall not 
affect the validity or terms of any easements 
acquired by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under subchapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D 
of title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3837 et seq.) before the date of the 
enactment of this Act or any payments re
quired to be made in connection with such 
easements. 
SEC. 303. ELIMINATION OF CONSULTATION RE· 

QUIREMENTS WITH SECRETARY OF 
THE INTERIOR. 

Section 1242 of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3842) is amended-

(1) by striking "(a)" before "In carrying 
out"; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b). 
SEC. 304. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 

ACREAGE RESERVE PROGRAM. 
(a) PROGRAM EXTENSIONS.-Section 1230(a) 

of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3830(a)) is amended by striking "1995" and in
serting "2002". 

(b) CONSERVATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF 
WILDLIFE HABITAT.-Such section is further 
amended by inserting "and wildlife habitat" 
after "soil and water resources". 
SEC. 305. CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM. 

(a) PROGRAM EXTENSIONS.-
(!) CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM.-Sec

tion 1231 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 3831) is amend
ed in subsections (a) and (b)(3), by striking 
"1995" each place it appears and inserting 
"2002". 

(3) DUTIES OF OWNERS AND OPERATORS.
Section 1232(c) of the Act (16 U.S.C. 3832(c)) is 
amended by striking "1995" and inserting 
"2002". 

(b) MAXIMUM ENROLLMENT.-Section 1231(d) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3831(d)) is amended striking "total of'' and 
all that follows through the period at the 
end of the subsection and inserting "total of 
36,400,000 acres during the 1986 through 2002 
calendar years (including contracts extended 
by the Secretary pursuant to section 1437(c) 
of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624; 16 
U.S.C. 3831 note).". 

(c) OPTIONAL CONTRACT TERMINATION BY 
PRODUCERS.-Section 1235 of the Food Secu
rity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3835) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(e) TERMINATION BY OWNER OR OPERA
TOR.-

"(1) EARLY TERMINATION AUTHORIZED.-The 
Secretary shall allow an owner or operator 
of land that, on the date of the enactment of 
the Agricultural Market Transition Act, is 
covered by a contract that was entered into 
under this subchapter at least five years be
fore that date to terminate the contract 
with respect to all or a portion of the cov
ered land. The owner or operator shall pro
vide the Secretary with reasonable notice of 
the termination request. 

"(2) CERTAIN LANDS EXCEPTED.-Notwith
standing paragraph (1), the following lands 
shall not be subject to an early termination 
of a contract under this subsection: 
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"(A) Filterstrips, waterways, strips adja

cent to riparian areas, windbreaks, and 
shelterbelts. 

"(B) Land with an erodibility index of 
more than 15. 

" (C) Other lands of high environmental 
value, as determined by the Secretary. 

" (3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The contract termi
nation shall take effect 60 days after the 
date on which the owner or operator submits 
the notice under paragraph (1). 

"(4) PRORATED RENTAL PAYMENT.-If a con
tract entered into under this subchapter is 
terminated under this subsection before the 
end of the fiscal year for which a rental pay
ment is due, the Secretary shall provide a 
prorated rental payment covering the por
tion of the fiscal year during which the con
tract was in effect. 

"(5) RENEWED ENROLLMENT.-The termi
nation of a contract entered into under this 
subchapter shall not affect the ability of the 
owner or operator who requested the termi
nation to submit a subsequent bid to enroll 
the land that was subject to the contract 
into the conservation reserve. 

"(6) CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS.-If land 
that was subject to a contract is returned to 
production of an agricultural commodity, 
the conservation requirements under sub
titles B and C shall apply to the use of the 
land to the extent that the requirements are 
similar to those requirements imposed on 
other similar lands in the area, except that 
the requirements may not be more onerous 
that the requirements imposed on other 
lands.''. 

(d) USE OF UNEXPENDED FUNDS.-Section 
1231 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3831) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(h) USE OF UNEXPENDED FUNDS FROM CON
TRACT TERMINATIONS.-If a contract entered 
into under this section is terminated, volun
tarily or otherwise, before the expiration 
date specified in the contract, the Secretary 
may use funds, already available to the Sec
retary to cover payments under the con
tract, but unexpended as a result of the con
tract termination, to enroll other eligible 
lands in the conservation reserve established 
under this subchapter.". 

(e) FAIR MARKET VALUE RENTAL RATES.
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 1234(c) of the Food 

Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3834(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"(5) In the case of a contract covering land 
which has not been previously enrolled in 
the conservation reserve, annual rental pay
ments under the contract may not exceed 
the average fair market rental rate for com
parable lands in the county in which the 
lands are located. This paragraph shall not 
apply to the extension of an existing con
tract.". 

(2) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT.-The 
amendment made by paragraph (1) shall 
apply with respect to contracts for the en
rollment of lands in the conservation reserve 
program under section 1231 of the Food Secu
rity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831)) entered into 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(f) ENROLLMENTS IN 1997.-Section 725 of 
the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen
cies Appropriations Act, 1996 (Public Law 
104-37; 109 Stat. 332), is amended by striking 
the proviso relating to enrollment of new 
acres in 1997. 

D 2200 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to inform Members that the House will 

go into session tomorrow morning at 9 
o'clock in order to expedite consider
ation of the farm bill, and to accommo
date Members there will be no 1-min
utes. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. LAHOOD) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. YOUNG 
of Florida, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 2854) to modify the operation of 
certain agricultural programs, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to 
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow morning. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT PROCESS DURING 
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 994, 
SMALL BUSINESS GROWTH AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNTABIL
ITY ACT 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the 

Rules Committee is planning to meet 
on Thursday, February 29 to grant a 
rule for H.R. 994, the Small Business 
Growth and Administrative Account
ability Act, which the House is likely 
to consider during the week of March 4. 
The Rules Committee is contemplating 
an open rule for this legislation. 

The Rules Committee may grant a 
rule which would make in order an 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by Government Reform 
and Oversight Chairman CLINGER and 
Judiciary Chairman HYDE as original 
text for purposes of amendment. 

The substitute amendment is ex
pected to broaden the scope of the leg
islation. The Clinger-Hyde amendment 
will be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on Thursday, February 29, and 
copies of the amendment will be avail
able in the majority offices of the Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight Com
mittee and the Judiciary Committee. 

Members should draft their amend
ments to this substitute. 

The Rules Committee is also con
templating a rule which would provide 
priority in recognition to those Mem
bers who have preprinted their amend
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
prior to being offered. 

Members should use the Office of 
Legislative Counsel to ensure that 
their amendments are properly drafted 
and should check with the Office of the 
Parliamentarian to be certain their 
amendments comply with the rules of 
the House. 

MAKING IN ORDER SUBSTITUTE 
AMENDMENT DURING FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 2854, AG
RICULTURAL MARKET TRANSI
TION ACT 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent during further con
sideration of H.R. 2854, pursuant to 
House Resolution 366, that I be per
mitted to offer the amendment at the 
desk in lieu of amendment number 15 
printed in House Report 104-463. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will read the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of title V, page 139, after line 17, 

add the following section: Sense of the Con
gress regarding purchase of American-made 
equipment and products requirement regard
ing notice. Any purchase of American-made 
equipment and products in the case of any 
equipment or products that may be author
ized to be purchased with financial assist
ance provided under this act or amendments 
made by this act, it is the sense of Congress 
that persons receiving such assistance 
should in expending the assistance purchase 
only American-made equipment and prod
ucts. 

B, the notice to recipients of assistance in 
providing financial assistance under this act 
or amendments made by this act, the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall provide to each 
recipient of the assistance a notice describ
ing the statement made in subsection A by 
the Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 1561, AMERICAN OVERSEAS 
INTERESTS ACT OF 1995 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 1561) to 
consolidate the foreign affairs agencies 
of the United States; to authorize ap
propriations for the Department of 
State and related agencies for fiscal 
years 1996 and 1997; to responsibly re
duce the authorizations of appropria
tions for United States foreign assist
ance programs for fiscal years 1996 and 
1997, and for other purposes, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, disagree to 
the Senate amendment, and agree to 
the conference requested by the Sen
ate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from New York? The Chair 
hears none and, without objection, ap
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
GU.MAN, GoODLING, HYDE, ROTH, BEREU
TER, SMITH of New Jersey, BURTON of 
Indiana, Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN, and 
Messrs. RAMU.TON' GEJDENSON' LANTOS, 
TORRICELLI, BERMAN' and ACKERMAN. 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of May 
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12, 1995, and under a previous order of 
the House, the following Members will 
be recognized for 5 minutes each: 

WE NEED TO INCREASE 
PRODUCTIVITY AND SA VIN GS 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
Km:). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. SMITH] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, a challenge is facing this country, 
and I think there is excellent news for 
our future , for families , for wages that 
give families a decent living, if we 
make some simple changes down here 
in Washington. 

Washington cannot do everything, 
and eventually, you know, in this 
country we are going to have to 
produce a good product that people 
around the world in this country want 
to buy, and we can sell it at a reason
able price. 

Government can do some things to 
make sure that happens. 

Think for a moment as you look at 
tax policies around the world and in 
the industrialized nations, and I see 
our chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means here. We in the United 
States penalize savings and investment 
more than any of those countries. If 
you look at what has happened the last 
decade, we see the United States trail
ing in savings. Out of every take-home 
dollar in the United States, we are sav
ing about 4 cents. That compares with 
about 18 cents in Japan, up to 34 cents 
out of every take-home dollar saved in 
South Korea. So we are shy on savings. 

Part of it is because we have tax poli
cies that discourage savings, almost 
penalize savings. 

If you look at the investment, the 
new investment in machinery and 
equipment over the last 10 years, again 
we see the United States investing less 
per worker than those other industri
alized countries. So it is not surprising 
that the result is a lower, slower rate 
of increase in productivity. 

Make no mistake, the United States 
is the most productive nation in the 
world, but our rate of increase in pro
ductivity is slipping over the last dec
ade. We cannot afford that. 

What is happening in this post-cold
war economy is that Eastern Europe, 
the Asian tigers, are doing everything 
they can to attract capital. 

I was talking to some of the Wall 
Street financiers 3 weeks ago. They are 
saying with some of their portfolio 
funds they are now investing in other 
countries because they think they 
might be able to get a higher rate of re
turn. 

Look, in this next campaign we are 
going to be talking about new taxes, 
we are going to be talking should it be 
a flat tax, should it be some kind of a 
national income tax, should it be some 
kind of a value-added tax? All of those 

taxes are essentially the same in 
achieving the goals of encouraging sav
ings and encouraging investment. 

The country that attracts that in
vestment and expands the capital in 
their country is going to be the coun
try that ends up with a higher standard 
of living. We have got to do that. 

Here are some of the things that we 
can do to increase the savings rate in 
this country: 

We have got to reduce the negative 
savings that is caused by Government 
overspending. Government now bor
rows about 18 cents out of every dollar 
we spend. That means that if you look 
at all of the money that was lent out in 
the United States last year, the Fed
eral Government borrowed almost 42 
percent of all of the money lent out in 
the United States last year. 

We remember our lessons in econom
ics. The greater the demand, the higher 
the price. That is why Alan Greenspan 
came to our Committee on the Budget 
and said, " If you guys can balance this 
budget, you are going to see interest 
rates drop between 1.5 and 2 percent. " 
That means a tremendous difference in 
what happens to the economy, it 
makes a tremendous difference in re
ducing the price of everything we bor
row money for, from cars to homes to 
college educations. 

I would yield to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON]. 

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman 
will yield, is it not true that on a 2112 
interest rate reduction for a $75,000 
home over a 30-year period of time, the 
American consumers, the American 
homeowners, would save $37,000? 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Is that not 
amazing? And I am going to give an ex
ample for some folks down in Hillsdale 
County, where the homes are a little 
less. If you had a $50,000 home and you 
ended up having~you had a mortgage 
that lasted over 30 years, it would re
duce the amount of money that those 
homeowners paid by $30,000. 

Think of what would happen if it was 
a business deciding to invest a half a 
million dollars in some new equipment 
or build new machinery. It would re
duce the cost of that equipment and 
machinery, we would end up putting 
better tools in the hands of the great
est work force in the world; that is, the 
American work force; and we would see 
our productivity take off. 

I mean, that is why Alan Greenspan 
followed it up saying, look, if you can 
do this and interest rates drop, you 
will see this economy growing like it 
has never grown before. 

THE SHADOW OF CRIME OVER 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
CHRISTENSEN] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, a 
long shadow is falling over America. 
Slowly the shadow is blotting out the 
sunny streets and parks where children 
play. It is blocking out the moonlight 
where couples walk. It is even blocking 
out the warm welcoming glow of our 
houses at night. 

That shadow is crime, and after 
many years of thinking it could not 
fall on the quiet communities from 
which we have come, it has. The vio
lence that trails gangs and drugs like a 
vicious dog drove homicides in my city 
of Omaha to an all time high in 1995. 
There were 41 killings last year in 
Omaha, 8 more than in 1994. Omaha's 
police made nearly 20 percent more ju
venile arrests in 1995 than in 1994. And 
the shadow even claimed the life of one 
of our brave men in blue. 

D 2215 
Many of our districts may have been 

free from the worst of crime for many 
years, but now we must turn and face 
the shadow, and drive it back. 

This evening I want to talk about 
how I think we can restore safety to 
our streets and sanity to the system. I 
am fighting hard to protect the Amer
ican dream. I believe it is an essential 
part, to be free of the fear that we have 
today. We must have safe streets and 

. secure schools, and I believe we can. 
The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that 

moral principles, our values, underlie 
our criminal justice system. There is 
nothing wrong with these values, and 
we should never feel guilty about mak
ing those who violate those values pay. 
Theft is not some act or artistic or po
litical expression. It is theft, and it is 
wrong. Murder is not forbidden as a 
matter of subjective opinion. It is ob
jectively evil, and we must stop it. 

No one but thieves and murderers 
benefit when we think otherwise. A 
year ago the House of Representatives 
here passed six tough bills aimed at 
combatting crime. For instance, the 
House unanimously approved the Vic
tim Restitution Act. The bill instructs 
courts in Federal criminal proceedings 
to require convicted offenders to pay 
restitution to their victims. The fact 
that we passed the Victim Restitution 
Act without a single dissenting vote 
tells me that Congress has truly 
changed. Nowadays we all agree that 
criminals should have to pay for their 
misdeeds, literally. 

Besides cosponsoring and supporting 
the six crime bills we have already 
passed, I have been working on some 
anti-crime legislation which I will soon 
introduce. I call this bill the Hard 
Time for Guns Crime Act. This bill 
would make it clear that the problem 
with guns in our society is not the 
guns, but the felons who use them for a 
common purpose. It would do so by 
dramatically increasing the penalties 
for the possessing, brandishing, or dis
charging a firearm during the commis
sion of a Federal felony. 
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The message this bill sends is that we 

have had it with gun-related violence. 
Americans have zero tolerance for gun 
crime, so our justice system should, 
too. Our families and children should 
not be afraid to walk to school, go to 
the grocery store, and leave their win
dows open at night. That is why I am 
working hard to keep those who would 
misuse guns in jail. No more slick 
criminal defense attorneys pushing 
criminals to freedom through legal 
loopholes. No more soft sentences after 
teary speeches before the bench. No 
more legal gymnastics setting crimi
nals free after a fraction of their allot
ted time in jail. 

My Hard Time for Gun Crimes bill 
sends a clear message: If you use a gun 
to commit a felony, plan on spending 
the next few decades behind bars, no 
exceptions. We need to come together 
as Americans to fight off the shadow of 
crime. Men and women of all 
ideologies, all races, and all creeds 
agree that the shadow of crime has 
frightened our families and our chil
dren long enough. I say to those who 
care today to restore our streets to 
safety, we should work together to 
knit up our Nation's fraying social fab
ric. We should work now, today, to stop 
coddling criminals and start crushing 
them. I think together, in a bipartisan 
fashion, these goals can be achieved in 
the 104th Congress. 

THE FEDERAL INCOME TAX 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KIM). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. HAYWORTH] is recognized for 5 
minutes. . 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, re
turning from recess, and Mr. Speaker, I 
assure you and others who might be 
tuned in tonight that it might have 
been recess, but it certainly was not 
play period; instead, it was a chance to 
traverse the width and breadth of the 
Sixth District of Arizona, some 46,000 
square miles in our sixth largest State, 
I was struck repeatedly in town hall 
meetings by the concern Arizonans 
share in the notion of tax reform. In
deed, tax is the three-letter-word that 
has too often become a four-letter-word 
because of the circumstances surround
ing the tax burden, because of the 
seemingly, and in reality, confiscatory 
policies that confront law-abiding 
Americans. 

To offer some perspective, I would 
point to a study conducted by the 
Small Business Survival Group that 
looked back in time to 1913, to the in
troduction of the amendment which led 
to Federal income tax, the 16th amend
ment. In conducting this study, the 
people of the Small Business Survival 
Group took a look at what our tax 
rates would be if that original act had 
not been changed through the years. 
Mr. Speaker, the results are nothing 
short of mind-boggling. 

For example, if the rates introduced 
in 1913 were still in effect today, ad
justing for 1996 dollars, the average 
American, every American, would be 
exempt from paying tax on his or her 
first $59,000 of income. Even more 
shocking, the tax rate would be at 1 
percent up to $298,000 of income. It is 
shocking, but true. 

Mr. Speaker, even more compelling is 
this realization that in the span of 
time from the adoption of the 16th 
amendment to our Constitution allow
ing for the Federal income tax, in that 
period of time, even adjusting for infla
tion, this Federal Government has 
grown in excess of 13,000 percent. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to make sure that folks understand 
what the gentleman means. I was at a 
UPS company, United Parcel Service, 
talking to the truck drivers. The driver 
said to me, "I got three kids. I got a 
good job, and I work long hours. I get 
paid overtime and make good money. 
My wife is a schoolteacher. But at the 
end of each month, we have no money 
left over because of our tax burden." 

His taxes compared to his father, his 
father in the 1950's paid 5 percent Fed
eral income tax. Today he is paying 24 
percent. That is exactly what you are 
talking about, that Federal income 
tax. Once the Federal Government es
tablished a toe-hold, or should I say a 
hook in the American back pocket, 
they never let go. Each year they have 
grabbed more and more money out of 
that gentleman's back pocket. So now 
he wants to save money for his kids' 
college education, he wants to save 
money for a vacation, he wants to save 
money for his long-term retirement. He 
cannot. At the end of the month they 
had zero, because of the tax burden. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend, 
the gentleman from Georgia, for point
ing out and making it very personal. 

Indeed, I would echo the comments of 
our good friend, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. SMITH], who preceded 
me here in the well, Mr. Speaker. Lest 
there is some misinterpretation of this, 
let me again state what should be obvi
ous: There is nothing ignoble or selfish 
or somehow lacking civic-mindedness 
for people wanting to hang onto more 
of their hard-earned money and send 
less of it to Washington. Mr. Speaker, 
you know something is wrong when the 
average American family spends more 
on taxes than on food, shelter, and 
clothing combined. Clearly, Mr. Speak
er, there must be a change. 

THE MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want
ed to continue this discussion on taxes 
and talk about another tax that has 
been proposed to be alleviated by the 
Republican tax relief plan. That is the 
marriage tax penalty. If a young couple 
today gets married, they pay more 
taxes together married than they 
would if they lived with each other. I 
will walk through an example. 

If you have a young woman who is 
making $20,000 and a young man who is 
making $20,000 a year, roughly they 
each pay about S4,000 in taxes. So their 
combined income, their combined tax 
liability, is $8,000. That is living to
gether. They put on one of these little 
wedding bands here and get their rela
tionship blessed by the Lord, and then 
that tax burden comes at a rate based 
on not $20,000 in income but $40,000 in 
income, and their total tax liability 
jumps from $8,000 to about $12,000 be
cause they are now in a higher tax 
bracket. 

Mr. Speaker, what sense is behind 
that? What is wrong with trying to cor
rect that? It not only applies to young 
p;:;ople, but senior citizens. Here we are, 
we have a society that is condoning 
such an absurd, ridiculous tax policy. If 
society believes in the institution of 
marriage, then we need to address the 
marriage tax penalty, which is exactly 
what the Republican Party in their tax 
relief plan has done. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH]. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend, the gentleman from 
Georgia, for another real-life example 
of what could be called one of the one 
million and one absurdities of our cur
rent Tax Code. Let me offer another, 
mindful of one of our Founding Fa
thers, Mr. Franklin, or Dr. Franklin I 
suppose we should say, with his capa
bilities, as he was often referred to, 
who talked about only two certains in 
this life: death and taxes. And it is 
worth noting that we as Americans are 
taxed in death obscenely by this gov
ernment. Estate taxes are so confis
catory and so patently unfair that they 
are akin to allowing one's estate to be 
plundered, not allowing those benefits 
to go to children and rightful heirs, but 
instead making everyone's uncle, Uncle 
Sam, the chief beneficiary. That is 
wrong. That must change. 

I am pleased that some of our col
leagues in the freshman class and oth
ers in the new majority, working with 
some like-minded folks on the other 
side of the aisle, are willing to move 
now for significant reforms that allow 
estate taxes to be lowered, so not only 
in this passage of life so important to 
marriage and building a family, but 
then as the family continues when 
one's earthly life ends, families are 
cared for. That is vitally important, 
too, and it is part and parcel of the fact 
that we must reform essentially our 
Tax Code, our tax laws, to allow Amer
icans to save, spend, and invest more of 



February 28, 1996 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3179 
their own money, instead of forcing 
Americans to dig into their wallets and 
send more and more and more money 
to this Federal Government. 

Indeed, in the spirit of bipartisan
ship, we should note what Mr. Jeffer
son called for, what his ideal was at the 
outset of this Nation. Mr. Jefferson 
called for a limited but effective gov
ernment, and part and parcel of that is 
allowing the American worker to real
ize his dream, to hold onto more of his 
money, and send less of it here. 

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman 
will yield, I want to make it abun
dantly clear to anybody who heard you 
say, Thomas Jefferson was not a Demo
crat. He was a Democrat Republican, 
and the party that he stood for has no 
reflection to today's Democrat party. 
Do not insult Thomas Jefferson. 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania, Mr. JON Fox. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I am 
appealing to the good sense of biparti
sanship, as we have so many friends 
here on the other side. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Do not call Thomas 
Jefferson a Democrat. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, Mr. JON Fox. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak
er, what is also important is that we 
need the innovation. What has hap
pened in this Congress which I think is 
also significant is the fact we talked 
about rolling back the 1993 Social Se
curity tax on our seniors and allowing 
seniors to earn more. They were capped 
at $11,200. By our legislation they will 
be able to earn more without deduc
tions from Social Security tax. I think 
that is important in order to free peo
ple up, give them the independence and 
let them decide what to do with their 
own money. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman is correct. Right now. Sen
iors who decide to keep working are pe
nalized $1 on their Social Security for 
every $3 they earn in the workplace. 
What a ridiculous Tax Code that we 
have. 

Let me speak about another thing. 
You mentioned the family, the dif
ferent phases of life. As I listen to this, 
we know already that 77 percent of the 
people who will benefit from tax relief 
have a combined family income of 
$75,000 or less. 
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And yet we are making it also clear 

that it helps young people, helps sen
iors, and it helps middle-income, it 
helps families with children. 

Getting back to my UPS truck driver 
with three kids, under my proposal he 
will get a $1,500 tax credit, $500 for each 
kid. That is $1,500 in his pocket. 

Now let us say, on the other hand, we 
say do not do that; let us increase min
imum wage 50 cents. We increase mini
mum wage 50 cents, which might come 
out to $1,000 more a year in income. It 

is not a net income figure, because he 
still pays taxes on that. So it comes to 
about $600. 

If you give the American worker a 
choice between increasing the mini
mum wage and a $500 per child tax 
credit, $500 per child tax credit, it puts 
more money in the pocket of the Amer
ican worker, and that is why I am baf
fled by anyone in this Chamber who 
would vote against that. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Having been some
what chastened for my interpretation 
of history and mindful of my good 
friend's admonishment, let me also 
point out something else. It applies not 
only to the UPS truck driver but to lit
erally the millions of single mothers 
here. Imagine, a single mother with 
three children, $1,500 in her pocket. 
What would that mean? I think it 
would mean a lot. 

TAX RELIEF FOR ALL AMERICANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

KIM). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. Fox] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak
er, I yield to the gentleman from Ari
zona. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my good 
friend from Pennsylvania, and again 
just to reemphasize, the notion of tax 
relief for all Americans is something 
that is not selfish. It is just simply this 
realization: that that single mother 
with three children receiving or able to 
hang onto $1,500 of her money with a 
$500 per child tax credit, she knows 
how best to spend that money, not the 
Washington bureaucrats. She under
stands, and she should be free to save, 
spend and invest for her family. 

So my colleague from Georgia, 
though he might take me to task on 
some historical interpretations, is ab
solutely correct when he talks about 
the vital need for tax reform across the 
spectrum of age and across this Nation, 
benefiting middle-class Americans and 
all working Americans. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I yield to 
my friend from Georgia. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gen
tleman. 

I wanted to just conclude this $500 
per child tax credit with this chart 
right here; the big blue section shows 
that 89 percent of the people who will 
benefit from $500 per child tax credit 
have a combined family income of 
$75,000 or less. 

Now, the red line is in the category 
of $75,000 to $100,000. That is 7 percent. 
Above $100,000, it is 4 percent. 

So, you know, if we want to do some
thing to help middle America, if we 
want to do something to help Ameri
ca's middle class, this is the ticket to 
go, and not an increase in the mini
mum wage. This is real dollars. This 
will help them in their pocket. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I yield to 
the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I again would just 
like our friend from Georgia to articu
late this, make sure that I understand, 
and, Mr. Speaker, those may be joining 
us this evening coast to coast and be
yond understand what we are talking 
about. Is this $500 per child tax credit 
helping almost 90 percent of our popu
lation earning under $75,000? That is 
something that we absolutely have to 
herald and have to remind the Amer
ican people of, and, further, I think it 
is just vital to understand that our cur
rent policy and indeed as I have heard 
some people put it, working families 
are those earning under $75,000 a year. 

Indeed, 2 years ago, in the first State 
of the Union Message, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania and I were person
ally in attendance here for having been 
newly elected to the Congress; Presi
dent Clinton called working families 
those families making under $75,000 a 
year, which begs the question: Should 
families making in excess of that 
somehow be punished? Should there be 
an arbitrary line where we design~te 
Americans as working but those Amer
icans, ofttimes two-income families 
who work hard, who cross that magic 
$75,000 line, is it being implied that are 
not working families, that they are not 
worth of tax relief? 

Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, it is 
obvious, relief must come because we 
are penalizing people who are succeed
ing. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I would 
say this, the fact is in this Congress we 
have already come forward with not 
only tax reform but spending reduc
tions and deficit reductions, which 
gives the change to have help for work
ing families, for seniors and for our 
children. 

I yield to the gentleman from Geor
gia. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me just say this, 
in the 1992 presidential primary, can
didate Bill Clinton had an ad that said 
this: "Hi, I am Bill Clinton. I believe 
you deserve a change. That is why I 
have a plan to stimulate the economy, 
starting with a middle-class tax cut." 

Now, we all know, after running on a 
promise of a middle-class tax cut, the 
President turned around and in 1993 
passed the largest tax increase in the 
history of our country. But it is ironic, 
the other day he said, "I was raised in 
an old-fashioned home, in an old fash
ioned time, maybe, but I still think 
when you tell somebody you are going 
to do something, you ought to do ev
erything you can to do it." That was 
President Bill Clinton at a press con
ference, January 5, just over 2 months 
ago, 1996. 

All we are saying is, great we are 
glad, let us use those old-fashioned 
hometown values that we all love in 
America, both Democrats and Repub
licans think highly of. Let us go ahead 
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and give middle-class America the tax 
cut that he promised and that we want 
to give him. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Reclaim
ing my time, the fact is in this Con
gress we have already moved pretty 
close to the balanced budget. I think 
we can get it. We have added $440 bil
lion back for environment, education, 
Medicare, Medicaid. I think we are 
very close to getting a balanced budg
et, still maintaining the vital services 
people need. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. And our colleague 
from Georgia again brings us a trou
bling aspect to this entire endeavor, 
and perhaps we will have to wait for 
another time to share that with our 
friends. 

COMMEMORATING BLACK IDSTORY 
MONTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. PAYNE] is recognized for 40 
minutes as the designee of the minor
ity leader. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, as chairman of the Congres
sional Black Caucus, I am pleased to 
lead my colleagues in once again com
memorating Black History Month. Let 
me take a moment to acknowledge the 
leadership of our colleague, Congress
man Lou STOKES, who organized to
night's special order. A health problem 
has prevented him from being here to
night, and we want him to know we 
wish him a speedy recovery. He has 
been diligent in arranging special or
ders every year during the month of 
February, Black History Month. It was 
in 1976, the bicentennial year, that 
Congress first passed a resolution to in
stitute a celebration of Black History 
Month. 

This year, we have chosen the theme 
''African-American Women-Yester
day, Today, and Tomorrow" in recogni
tion of the enormous contributions 
that African-American women have 
made to our history and culture. In 
every field of endeavor-public service, 
politics, law, medicine, literature, cor
porate management, education, and 
others-African-American women are 
achievers. 

Let me begin by recognizing the 
women of the Black Caucus serving in 
the 104th Congress. They have inspired 
tremendous respect as each has ap
proached issues before this Congress 
with eloquence, passion, and keen in
sight. Not only have they left their 
mark on public policy, they serve as 
outstanding role models for young 
women and aspirations to public serv
ice. Let us also recognize the great 
women of past Congresses, the trail
blazers whose dreams made today's re
alities possible. Since 1969, when Shir
ley Chisholm was sworn in as the first 
African-American woman to serve in 

Congress, the door of opportunity has 
been opening and the Congressional 
Black Caucus now includes 11 women. 
In yet another first, Shirley Chisholm 
ran for President in 1972, placing her 
name on the ballot in 12 primary con
tests. We had an historic first in 1992 
with the stunning victory of CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN as she took her place 
as the first African-American to serve 
in the U.S. Senate. 

This year marked the passing of one 
of our greatest leaders of all times, the 
Honorable Barbara Jordan. A staunch 
defender of the Constitution, Barbara 
Jordan was a tower of strength during 
the Watergate crisis, one of the most 
troubling times in our Nation's his
tory. As the first African-American 
Congresswoman from a southern State, 
and as the first African-American 
woman to deliver a keynote address at 
the Democratic National Convention, 
she was a true pioneer in the field of 
public service. A forthright woman of 
courage and dignity, she will be greatly 
missed. 

Let me take a moment to recognize 
all of the African-American women 
who have served so honorably in the 
U.S. Congress, beginning with Shirley 
Chisholm and followed by Yvonne 
Brathwaite Burke; CARDISS COLLINS, 
who is the longest serving African
Arnerican woman in the history of Con
gress; our great champion Barbara Jor
dan; Katie Hall; BARBARA-ROSE COL
LINS; ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON; MAxINE 
WATERS; EVA CLAYTON; CORRINE 
BROWN; EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON; CYN
TiilA MCKINNEY; CARRIE MEEK; SHEILA 
JACKSON-LEE; and Senator CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN. 

Let me also pay tribute to an out
standing Cabinet member, Secretary of 
Energy Hazel O'Leary, whom I have 
had the pleasure of knowing for many 
years going back to our days growing 
up together in New Jersey. In her posi
tion at the Department of Energy, she 
has worked tirelessly on issues ranging 
from energy development to the health 
effects of radiation testing. She has 
achieved tremendous success in nego
tiating trade agreements with a poten
tial value to our Nation of billions of 
dollars. 

Also rendering outstanding service in 
the executive branch are Lorraine Mil
ler, who formerly served as Deputy As
sistant to the President for Legislative 
Affairs and now holds a post in the 
Federal Trade Commission; Alexis Her
man, Director of Public Liaison at the 
White House; and Tracey Thornton, 
Special Assistant for Legislative Af
fairs. 

I am proud of the many accomplished 
African-American women who hail 
from my home State of New Jersey. In 
fact, I had a swearing in ceremony in 
Newark which was presided over by a 
distinguished African-American judge, 
Judge Ann Thompson. I also have 
crossed paths with Connie Woodruff, a 

former labor union representative who 
is now a columnist. Dr. Delores Cross, 
a New Jerseyan who has achieved ex
cellence as an educator and adminis
trator, now serves as president of Chi
cago State University. 

My home State of New Jersey is rich 
in a history which encompasses many 
famous African Americans. For exam
ple, Harriet Tubman, the famous opera
tor of the underground railroad, 
worked as a servant in hotels in Cape 
May, NJ between 1849 and 1852 in order 
to earn money to finance her missions. 

In 1886, a school was established in 
New Jersey called the New Jersey Man
ual Training and Industrial School for 
Colored Youth; it was better known as 
the Bordentown School. Among the 
many distinguished visitors and com
mencement speakers was the great ed
ucator and civil rights champion, Mary 
Mccleod Bethune. 

East Orange, NJ was the hometown 
of Marion Thompson Wright, the first 
African-American professional histo
rian. She taught at Howard University 
until her death in 1962. 

Ga.i.l Elizabeth Harris was the first 
African-American priest in the diocese 
of Newark, NJ. The fifth woman or
dained in the Episcopal Church, she 
graduated from the Divinity School of 
the Pacific in Berkeley, CA. 

New Jersey was also home to the 
great tennis champion, Althea Gibson. 
In 1951, she became the first African 
American to play at Wimbledon. In 
1957, she won both the singles and dou
bles Wimbledon crowns. 

One of the most successful African
American entrepreneurs, Sara Spence 
Washington, founded the Apex Beauty 
Products Co. in Atlantic City, NJ. Ms. 
Washington established her business in 
1919, and by the late 1930's her Atlantic 
City office and factory had 87 employ
ees, including chemists, clerks, book
keepers, and beauty operators. With 
beauty schools in 11 cities, an esti
mated 35,000 individuals throughout 
the world were dependent on the sales 
of her products. 

African-American women were 
breaking into nontraditional roles long 
before women gained any degree of ac
ceptance in the workplace. In the field 
of aviation, Bessie Coleman, who was 
born in 1893, became the first African
American woman to earn a pilot's li
cense back in 1921. 

Then, in 1934, Willa Brown Chappell 
became the first African-American 
woman to gain officer rank-lieuten
ant-in the Civil Air Patrol Squadron. 
She went on to form the first black 
aviator's group and established the 
first black-owned flying school, the 
Coffey School of Aeronautics. 

African-American women have 
achieved a number of historic firsts in 
recent decades. Patricia Harris set 
records as she became the first African
American woman to be appointed an 
ambassador to an overseas post when 
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President Lyndon Johnson chose her as 
Ambassador to Luxembourg; 2 years 
later she became the first to head the 
credentials committee of the Demo
cratic National Committee; and then 
under President Jimmy Carter, she as
cended to the position of Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, the 
first African-American woman to hold 
a Cabinet position. 

In 1973, Shirley Ann Jackson received 
a Ph.D. in physics and became the first 
African-American woman in the United 
States to receive a doctorate from the 
prestigious Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology. 

Mae Jamison will take her place in 
history as the first African-American 
woman to become an astronaut, explor
ing the world of possibilities beyond 
the planet Earth. 

African-American women have also 
excelled in the creative and performing 
arts. The whole Nation took notice 
when Maya Angelou read her beautiful 
poetry at President Clinton's inaugura
tion. Toni Morrison, the great novelist 
and editor, won a Pulitzer Prize for fic
tion · for her novel " Beloved" and the 
National Book Critics Circle Award for 
" Song of Solomon." Many Americans 
have enjoyed the music of jazz vocalist 
Ella Fitzgerald, who was hailed by 
Time Magazine as ''The First Lady of 
Song. " Also gifted with a beautiful 
voice is Leontyne Price, the soprano 
singer, who won the San Francisco 
Opera Medal after performances in 
" Falstaff, " "Porgy and Bess," and 
" Anthony and Cleopatra." 

New York City's highest cultural 
award, the Handel Medallion, was 
awarded to the actress and singer Lena 
Horne, the first African-American 
woman to sign a contract. 

In Newark, NJ, we are very proud of 
our hometown star, Sarah Vaughan. 
Known as the Di vine One, she was a 
premier jazz vocalist with many pop 
and jazz hits. 

As we honor famous African-Amer
ican women, let us also pause to pay 
tribute to the millions of unsung hero
ines whose positive influence has made 
a difference in our lives. Every day, in 
every community, African-American 
women are working tirelessly and un
selfishly to provide a better quality of 
life for those around them. They are 
volunteering in churches and commu
nity organizations, they are raising 
funds for scholarships so that the next 
generation can look to the future with 
hope; they are caring for older persons 
who might otherwise be forgotten. In 
my own life, in addition to the women 
in my family who gave me such encour
agement and direction, I was fortunate 
to have many caring teachers and 
other concerned adults who helped 
guide me through the difficult times. I 
owe a debt of gratitude to a woman by 
the name of Mary Burch of Newark. 
She opened up her home and her heart 
to the young people of our community, 

organizing positive activities through 
an organization known as the 
Leaguers. 

Another woman who gave generously 
of her time and talents in the interest 
of young people is Ms. Madeline Wil
liams, who served as an NAACP advisor 
when I was a young man. 

Under her guidance as a high school 
student, I was able to rise to the posi
tion of president of New Jersey Youth 
Councils and College Chapters of the 
NAACP. 

Last year, during the Congressional 
Black Caucus Legislative Conference, I 
had the pleasure of meeting Ms. Oceola 
McCarty, the woman from Mississippi 
who earned her living doing laundry 
and then donated her life's savings to a 
scholarship fund so that a deserving 
youngster would have the opportunity 
to succeed. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to pay 
tribute to all these outstanding 
African-American women-yesterday, 
today, and tomorrow. 
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African-American women, from Maya 

Angelou, to Toni Morrison, to many 
people like Ella Fitzgerald and 
Leontyne Price, as we talk about peo
ple who have done so much in all fields, 
African-American women are certainly 
those. 

I will proceed as we go through this 
hour to talk about some other African
American women who have been so 
outstanding. But at this time I would 
ask the gentlewoman from Florida, 
Mrs. MEEK, if she would come before 
us, Mrs. CARRIE MEEK, to tell us about 
her African-American women who have 
done so many outstanding things. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, it is a pleasure to be here to talk 
about the achievements of Black 
women. 

I AM A BLACK WOMAN 
(By Mari Evans) 

I am a Black woman 
the music of my song 
some sweet arpeggio of tears 
is written in a minor key 
and I can be heard humming in the night 
Can be heard humming in the night 
I saw my mate leap screaming to the sea 
and I/with these hands/cupped the life breath 
from my issue in the canebrake 
I lost Nat's swinging body in a rain of tears 
and heard my son scream all the way from 

Anzio 
for Peace he never knew . . . I 
learned Da Nang and Pork Chop Hill 
in anguish 
Now my nostrils know the gas and these 

trigger tire/d fingers 
seek the softness in my warrior's beard 
I am a Black woman 
tall as a cypress 
strong 
beyond all definition still 
defying place 
and time 
and circumstance 
assailed impervious indestructible 
Look on me and be renewed 

Mr. Speaker, that poem identifies 
Black women. 

We have come a very long way since 
we were seen as acquiescent, submis
sive Aunt Jemimas, who showed grand 
faces , plump laps, fat embracing arms 
and brown jaws pouched in laughter. 
We have come a long way. 

The heartbreaking tenderness of 
Black women and their majestic 
strength speak of the heroic survival of 
a people who were stolen into subjuga
tion, denied chastity, and refused inno
cence. 

Black women's hands have brought 
children through blood to life, nursed 
the sick and folded the winding clothes 
of many masters. Their wombs have 
held the promise of a race which has 
proven in each challenged century that 
despite the threats and mayhem, we 
still rise. Their feet have trod the shift
ing swampland of insecurity, yet they 
have tried to step neatly into the foot
prints of mothers who went before. 

I remember those mothers. I am 
standing on their shoulders. I remem
ber Harriet Tubman as she toiled so 
very hard to save slaves and to take 
them out of slave territory. I strongly 
remember Sojourner Truth, who was so 
strongly engrossed in what she did, she 
bared her chest at a big meeting and 
said " Ain't I a woman?" 

That is the story of the Black 
woman, the Black woman I remember 
so very well. I have heard Marion An
derson sing. I have heard Dorothy 
Maynor sing. What beautiful experi
ences and song coming out of the 
mouth of Black women, as a result of 
their many big contributions, not only 
in their movement, but also in their 
freedom of song and spirit. 

And I remember so well Ida Wells at 
the Democratic Convention, where she 
refused to take second seat. And I also 
remember the mother of the civil 
rights movement, how she would not 
stay at the back of the bus, and how 
she made Black welcome to the front 
because of her courage. 

I remember Winnie Mandela, C. 
Deloris Tucker, Black Women's Politi
cal Congress that C. Delores started. 
And Ms. Gwen Sawyer Cherry, the first 
Black woman to serve in the Florida 
legislature. I remember Shirley 
Chisolm, Yvonne Braithwaite Burke, 
Barbara Jordan, Cardiss Collins, Hazel 
O'Leary, Madam C.J . Walker, and Al
thea Gibson, one of the most outstand
ing tennis players in the world. 

That is the story of Black women. I 
rise today to pay tribute to these 
Black women, particularly Black 
women like Maya Angelou, Alice Walk
er. 

But most of all , sketched in my 
memory is Mary McLeod Bethune. In 
1947, Mary McLeod Bethune, in an ad
dress to the 22d Annual Meeting of the 
Association of the Study of Negro Life 
and History said: 

If our people are to fight their way up out 
of bondage, we must arm them with the 
sword and shield and the bunker of pride, be
lief in themselves and their possibilities, 
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based upon a sure knowledge of the achieve
ments of the past . 

This quote , perhaps more than any
thing else , captures the basic spirit and 
philosophy and commitment that Mary 
McLeod Bethune and other strong 
Black women had for their race and the 
promotion and the development of 
women in African-American history. 

I am always greatly moved by the 
memory of Mrs. Bethune. She was an 
inspirational American woman who 
signified and showed all the good quali
ties of Black American women, who 
was from the people , not of the people. 
She provided my generation, indeed 
many generations, with a beacon of 
light and hope that all things are pos
sible through God and hard work. 

I am hopeful that future generations 
of Black women remember those Black 
women from the past , those who have 
been in our past a long time ago, and 
they will remember the future, because 
they will be the light of the world from 
standing on the strong shoulders of the 
Black women. 

Today, the light of these Black 
women stand throughout our country. 
It is so important that we remember. I 
thank the Black Caucus for bringing to 
the consciousness of this Congress how 
important and the contributions that 
Black women have made to this coun
try. I am happy to be a part of this, I 
am proud of the Black women in this 
Congress, how they stand up and sup
port the cause of African-Americans 
and how they stand up and support, 
particularly the Black males in Amer
ica, who need so much help from Black 
women. This gives me the pride that I 
do not think anyone else has a chance 
anywhere to achieve. 

We must continue to develop the his
tory of Black women. You do not find 
as much of it, Mr. Chairman, as we 
should. It is important that we really 
visualize what Black women have done 
in this country throughout the begin
ning of this country. The slave women 
who toiled and did the best, came over 
to this country, laid like spoons in a 
slave ship. Yet they were strong, they 
raised their children and they gave us 
all inspiration. 

We have lighted some torches here 
tonight. Gwen Sawyer Cherry, Mary 
Church Terrell, Nannie Helen Bur
roughs, and many others whose lives 
have informed and inspired our work. 
It is to good that we must continue to 
dedicate our lives to carrying forth 
that vision to another higher level, 
until we too shall pass the torch. 

That is the story for the Black 
women in the past, in the present, and 
in the future. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from Florida for that tremendous in
sight. She really is one of our out
standing leaders. 

Now let me recognize the gentle
woman from the great State of Texas, 
SHEILA JACKSON-LEE. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr . Chairman, I 
t hank you very much. Likewise , let me 
pay tribute to Congressman STOKES for 
his continuous support of an oppor
tunity to bring to the Nation I believe 
the recognition of the value of con
tributions of African-Americans 
throughout this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for lead
ing this hour of tribute. For this month 
to come to a close, we would not want 
to be on record without being able to 
bring tribute to so many talented. 

This year the challenge is African
American women, yesterday, today and 
tomorrow, and I rise today to be able 
to give special honor to many African
American women. 

I am reminded, for a personal note, of 
the special women in my life. My Great 
Grandmother Sims, my Grandmother 
Bennett and Grandmother Jackson, 
many of whom who laid the ground
work for some of the challenges that I 
faced . My loving mother, Ivalita Jack
son, my special Aunt, Valrie Bennett, 
along with Aunts Audrey and Sarah 
and Vickie and Sybil , all with their 
own very special stories of trials and 
tribulations and jubilations. And today 
is a day of celebration. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to call special attention to the extraor
dinary struggles and achievements of 
African-American women. 

In the Black woman there is com
bined the two most challenged charac
teristics of American identity: Race 
and gender. What is utterly amazing is 
the fact that Black women have not 
only borne the weight of this double 
burden, but that we have done so with 
great courage and dignity and no small 
degree of success. 

Mr. Speaker, Black Americans are by 
now well accustomed to what has now 
been a long history of a questioning of 
their equality. In this Congress we con
tinually fight to oppose the elimi
nation of affirmative action. We con
tinually fight the challenges that come 
when it is time to tell us we should not 
have access to education, jobs and con
tracts. And yet we continue to fight . 

I pay tribute to all of the women who 
served, African-American women, in 
the United States Congress, those who 
have already served and those who are 
serving now. 

Today I give my most heartfelt and 
deepest words of praise that I can sum
mon, for those must certainly be some 
of the most deserving group among us, 
the Black women of America. 

First and foremost, our lot has been 
marked by the same unrewarded but 
vital work for which the majority of 
women in our society have had to do 
for generations. African-American 
women have been homemakers. They 
have reared children. They have guided 
families, and counseled many, the jobs 
that we are generally responsible for , 
along with the other job. These are the 
jobs for which we receive no pay, and 

are indeed lucky to receive thanks for 
it now and t hen. 

Our other job, however , and we do it 
very well , includes sometimes domestic 
worker, sometimes child care provider, 
bus driver, clerk, secretary, beautician, 
and occasionally something that quali
fies to be called as professional jobs. 

Some of these jobs pay some of the 
lowest wages in the country. Our aver
age income is only $8,825. Mr. Speaker, 
that is only 40.7 percent of the $21,695 
average income of white American 
males. Yet we have survived. 

African-American women have on 
this income raised their children, pro
vided homes for our families , and 
maybe even opened businesses. 

We have also been charitable. You 
will find African-American women in 
all of the social groups throughout this 
community, working to help our chil
dren, providing support systems for our 
schools, being volunteers , and, yes , 
being like the humble laundress from 
Mississippi who gave $180,000 from her 
savings over the years to educate 
Black college students in Mississippi. 
What a tribute, someone who cared, 
someone who worked with her hands, 
and someone who gave back. 

Black women, for their children and 
for their families , have kept us alto
gether. There are nearly 2 million 
Black women providing for almost 5 
million children on their income. 

Black women are sometimes associ
ated with welfare. We have heard the 
great debate, the cuts in welfare, the 
elimination of welfare, the termination 
of welfare. But the fact is, that our 
total number, 6 million of us are in the 
American work force, despite the dis
incentive of our meager wages. So that 
image is a misnomer. 

We are working women, we are 
women who have protected our fami
lies , we are women who have a vision 
for the 21st Century, we are women 
who want the best and want the most 
for our children. 

Under these circumstances, mere sur
vival would qualify as success. But we 
have done much more than merely sur
vive. Over 1.5 million of us have made 
our way into the technical, administra
tive and professional ranks of Amer
ican society. Against great odds, Afri
can-American women have become doc
tors, lawyers, scientists, academics, 
mayors, and, yes, Members of this Au
gust body with increasing frequency. 
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Mr. Speaker, in the name of all of our 

great female pioneers, like Phyllis 
Wheatley, Harriet Tubman, Sojourner 
Truth, Mary McCloud Bethune, Fannie 
Lou Hamer, Dorothy Hught, and Sen
ator CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN, African
American women have continued to 
achieve. 

I call upon my colleagues and Ameri
cans everywhere to join me in saluting 
all of the strong African-American 
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women, those in the Clinton adminis
tration, those serving in local govern
ment, national government, these are 
our heroes and sheros. 

And then I would like to acknowl
edge a few Texas women. We have al
ready noted the Honorable Congress
woman Barbara Jordan, who was the 
first black to serve in the Texas State 
Senate since reconstruction; Irma 
Leroy, community activist, and Chris
ten Adair, who were the first secretar
ies of the NAACP; Magdelein Bush, 
who organized the Martin Luther King 
Center, Lois Moore, who heads up our 
massive hospital district; Frances 
Frazier, a community activist with 
Nina Bailey, a strong activist, and 
Dorothy Hubbard; Dr. Alma Allen, an 
educator who promotes our children, 
our many ministers wives who cater 
and support their comm uni ties; Zina 
Garrison Jackson, outstanding sports 
enthusiast and tennis player; Maudet 
Stewart; Alice Bonner, the first Afri
can American judge in the State of 
Texas; Zoe Jones, one of the founders 
of National Council of Negro Women 
chapters in the State of Texas-black 
women who are today carrying on the 
great tradition of our predecessors and 
making a seminal contribution to 
American society. 

I would also like to challenge the 
Members of this body in particular and 
Americans in general to celebrate the 
role that African American women 
play in our society. 

It reminds me of the words of 
Langston Hughes, as he spoke through 
the black mother who said, Life for me 
ain't been no crystal stairs, but I's still 
a-reaching and I's still a-climbing. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to be 
able to join this special honor and trib
ute to African American women, ages 
past, today and tomorrow. And it is a 
challenge for all of us, as we move into 
the 21st century, to be reminded of 
their legacy and that of Maya Angelou 
that says, despite all that we have to 
overcome, still we rise, still we rise. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for 
that eloquent statement. We certainly 
appreciate the outstanding work that 
she has brought into this 104th Con
gress. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
the great State of Georgia, Mr. SAN
FORD BISHOP. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend you along with my 
colleague for sponsoring this special 
order today. As we look back on the 
month of February, as we celebrate 
Black History Month, I certainly would 
like to commend our colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], for 
his many years of service in leading 
this caucus as we celebrate Black His
tory Month. 

Like many of our colleagues, I have 
been fulfilling requests to talk about 
black history during the past month at 

schools and colleges, churches and 
c1v1c organizations throughout my 
area of middle and south Georgia. It is 
an honor to have an opportunity to 
participate. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the 70-
year-old observance of Black History 
Month has made a big difference in our 
understanding of history. It has helped 
teach us about how our country's 
unique diversity has enriched and 
strengthened us as a people and a na
tion. Evidence of this statement can be 
found in the far-reaching contributions 
made by African Americans in science 
and medicine, art, entertainment, edu
cation, business, exploration, states
manship and government, the law, in 
the military and indeed in all aspects 
of the country's growth and develop
ment from our colonial days to the 
present. 

These are contributions that helped 
the country grow more rapidly, become 
more prosperous and ultimately 
emerge as the strongest and most se
cure nation on earth. 

All cultures that have become a part 
of this great melting pot have made 
important contributions. Diversity has 
set America apart and helped make our 
country great. -

It is truly something worth celebrat
ing. All of the Black History Month 
programs that I have participated in 
have been rewarding, but one in par
ticular was memorable. In Valdosta, 
GA this past Sunday, near the Georgia
Florida line, a grass-roots group of citi
zens conducted a fundraising drive over 
the past 2 years to erect an archway 
which was dedicated and a memorial at 
the site of unmarked graves of former 
slaves. 

The site was discovered some 40 years 
ago when a gentleman by the name of 
Mr. Nelson, who was at that time a la
borer in the cemetery, was instructed 
by his superviser to go and to dig and 
to prepare a compose pit in a certain 
portion of the Sunset Avenue Ceme
tery. As he prepared to carry out his 
instructions and he started to dig, he 
was interrupted by a woman who was 
visiting the cemetery, a Mrs. Findley, 
a black woman who was very, very 
steeped and knowledgeable of the his
tory of the Valdosta, Lyons County, 
Brooks County area. She interrupted 
him and said, son, do you know what 
you are doing? He said, yes, ma'am, I 
sure do. She said, what are you doing? 
He said, I am carrying out the instruc
tions that my boss gave me, and that is 
what I intend to do. 

She said, well, let me tell you, before 
you go any further, what you are about 
to do is to dig up some of your history. 
He said, what do you mean? And she 
explained that at the site legend had it 
that that was the site of unmarked 
graves of former slaves who had lived 
in the Valdosta area. 

He said, well, I had better check into 
this. And he went and he brought that 

to the attention of his supervisor in 
1956. He challenged his supervisor and 
said, I just do not think we ought to go 
forth with this compose pit without 
checking further into it. 

His supervisor paused and he said, all 
right, we will check into it. And they 
dug a trench gingerly around the area. 
They discovered with some exploration 
that there were indeed the outlines of 
the graves. 

So through four or five supervisors, 
Mr. Nelson protected the area, inform
ing each of his supervisors of what had 
taken place, and each one allowed that 
area to be protected and they did not 
disturb it. But he had a dream that 
someday that this area would be pre
served. And finally with the help of the 
grass-roots citizens group, a group 
called the Committee for the History 
of the Unknown Slaves and a group 
called Valdosta Project Change, they 
are able to raise money and to finally 
dedicate a very meaningful memorial 
to these individuals. 

We know a great deal about the lives 
of the more prominent figures who rose 
from bondage, figures like Sojourner 
Truth, Harriet Tubman, Frederick 
Douglass. But we know very little 
about most of the men and women who 
endured lives of servitude. We do know, 
however, that they struggled to better 
themselves and their families. Many 
learned to read and to write. Many 
learned skilled trades. They forged 
lives that were characterized by deep 
spirituality and a yearning for a new 
day of freedom and justice. 

They courageously laid the founda
tion for the freedom to come. The me
morial was dedicated last Sunday. It 
says: To the unknown slaves of Val
dosta, in recognition of their sacrifices 
and contributions to our community. 

This recognition is well deserved and 
long overdue, and I am privileged to 
have been a part of it. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman very 
much. That was really a very moving 
story. We appreciate the gentleman 
bringing that to history. There are so 
many unsung heroes, as the gentleman 
mentioned, and I really appreciate his 
contributing that to our special order 
tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
WA'IT], a gentleman who has brought a 
great deal of new energy also into the 
Congress. 

Mr. WA TT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank that chairman for 
yielding to me and for organizing this 
important African-American History 
Month special order and doing so and 
taking over in the place of our col
league, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
STOKES). 

I think it would be remiss if we did 
not send our special regards and wishes 
for a speedy recovery to our colleague, 
LOU STOKES, and hope that he gets 
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back here soon and continues to pro
vide the kind of leadership he has pro
vided to us over a period of time. 

The theme for this special order, Af
rican-American Women, Yesterday, 
Today, and Tomorrow, is particularly 
appropriate. I would like to do three 
short things, given the lateness of the 
hour. 

First of all, I want to go back to a 
special order or an insertion that I did 
in last year's African-American history 
special order and pay tribute to a spe
cial woman. Apparently I was a year 
ahead of my time because the theme 
last year was not necessarily African
American women, but I did attribute to 
a. special African-American woman who 
has had a special impact in my con
gressional district in North Carolina. 
Her name was Charlotte Hawkins 
Brown, who was the founder of the 
Palmer Memorial Institute, which is 
located in Sedalia, NC. 

At the age of 18, Ms. Charlotte Haw
kins at that time accepted a teaching 
position in a school called the Amer
ican Missionary Association, near 
Greensboro to teach at the Bethany In
stitute near Greensboro. And that 
school went out of existence after 
about a year. She committed herself to 
founding a school for women because of 
the fact that North Carolina had the 
second highest illiteracy rate in the 
country at that time. 

She traveled back to Massachusetts 
to raise money for this purpose, did 
some singing at the seashore, waited 
tables, sought out donations, worked in 
various jobs and finally realized the 
dream of opening the Palmer Memorial 
Institute in the year 1902. That insti
tute continued until Charlotte Haw
kins Brown died on January 11, 1961, 
and the school actually continued until 
the year 1971. 

So that I can make sure that Char
lotte Hawkins Brown gets paired with 
all the wonderful, powerful women 
whose names have been mentioned this 
evening by other Members of Congress, 
I wanted to restate the important role 
that Charlotte Hawkins Brown has 
played in our history. 

Second, I want to pay tribute to Har
riet Tubman, and I want to do it in a 
kind of a backhanded way. And I do 
this without any disrespect to Harriet 
Tubman. But there is a gentleman in 
North Carolina by the name of Hal 
Sieber who has actually researched 
this thing and determined that the Un
derground Railroad started in Greens
boro, NC. 

He has written a book called the 
"Holy Ground" in which he has gone 
and researched this. In that book he 
writes the following: "The legendary 
national underground railroad system 
most often associated in later history 
with the conductor, Harriet Tubman, 
assisted the escape of thousands of Af
rican Americans from captivity. It was 
founded in the year 1819, actually one 

year before Harriet Tubman was born 
in Greensboro, NC, in the woods at New 
Garden Friends Meeting House. " 

This first route of the Underground 
Railroad coursed through Greensboro, 
NC, north through western Virginia 
and across the Ohio River to Rich
mond, IN. 

The first recorded passenger of the 
Underground Railroad was John Moses 
Dimrey, according to Hal Sieber's his
torical analysis. 

So I want to pay my utmost respects 
and memories to Harriet Tubman but 
at the same time remind my colleagues 
that based on all the information we 
have now been able to develop, the Un
derground Railroad actually originated 
well before Harriet Tubman. It origi
nated in my congressional district in 
North Carolina. 
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So I will make that the second part 

of my tribute to African-American 
women yesterday, today and tomorrow, 
and then the final tribute I want to 
make is to the African-American col
leagues that we have here in this House 
of Representatives and in the Congress 
of the United States House and Senate: 
Those important women, CORINE 
BROWN of Florida, Ev A CLAYTON of 
North Carolina, CARDISS COLLINS of Il
linois, ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON of the 
District of Columbia, SHEILA JACKSON
LEE of the great State of Texas, and we 
have heard from earlier this evening 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON from Texas, 
CYNTHIA MCKINNEY from Georgia, who 
has led this redistricting fight so vigor
ously in the State of Georgia, CARRIE 
MEEK from the great State of Florida, 
whom we have also heard from earlier 
this evening, whom I always refer to as 
Grandma, CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN, Sen
ator CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN, from Illi
nois, BARBARA ROSE COLLINS from 
Michigan and of course my colleague 
MAxINE WATERS from California. 

As you, Mr. Speaker, have indicated, 
these women have stood firm in the 
face of adversity and been shining ex
amples of how progress can be made 
with dignity and with honor and with 
integrity and with commitment, and it 
would be remiss of me if I did not pay 
special tribute to them for their con
tributions as we are paying tribute to 
African-American women. Yesterday 
they were here. Today they are here. 
And many of these women who I have 
mentioned here will be here tomorrow 
leading the fight for justice and equal
ity in this country. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, let me just thank the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
WA'IT] for that very interesting presen
tation. Let me at this time recognize 
the gentleman from the State of Illi
nois, a person who is no stranger to the 
struggle, one who we are proud to have 
as one of our colleagues, Mr. BOBBY 
RUSH from Illinois. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, it is indeed 
an honor and a privilege to join with 
you this evening to honor black 
women, African-American women, yes
terday, today and tomorrow. And, Mr. 
Speaker, I also join with you and other 
members of the caucus to express our 
considerable remarks and regards for 
the work that Congressman Lou 
STOKES from Ohio has put into making 
this an annual event. His work is cer
tainly commendable, and we all wish 
him Godspeed in his current illness, 
and we look forward to working with 
him and look forward to his return to 
this Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to look at and 
focus the light of history on a woman 
from Illinois who serves as a member of 
this body, CARDISS COLLINS, the Rep
resentative from the 7th Congressional 
District. Mr. Speaker, there are lit
erally legions of strong, remarkable 
women who have crossed my path and 
who I have read about and who made 
history who have contributed all that 
they could. All that was asked of them, 
to learn that the African-American 
community, the Nation, was the best 
that it could possibly be. These women 
have made tremendous sacrifices and 
we have heard names from speakers be
fore me. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I want to take a 
note and I want to take a moment and 
I want to reflect and focus on CARDISS 
COLLINS. I happen to believe, Mr. 
Speaker, that history and historians 
and indeed historical figures have a 
special meaning to some of us because 
they guide our paths. I believe that 
people who make history are not by 
definition artifacts on a shelf, but I be
lieve that they are living, working, 
breathing, caring, committed people. 
CARDISS COLLINS is such a person. 
CARDISS COLLINS is a trailblazer. We 
must note that she was the first Afri
can-American Congresswoman from 
the great State of Illinois, and for 
nearly a decade she was the only black 
woman in Congress. She was the first 
African-American to hold party rank; 
that is a leadership position. She was 
the Democratic whip at large. 

And Mr. Speaker, we have got to 
take a moment to pause to honor 
CARDISS COLLINS because at the end of 
this term, the 104th Congress, she will 
retire. She will retire from a Congress 
where she was indeed, if not the long
est serving woman in the Congress, cer
tainly one of the longest serving 
women in the Congress. She has a long 
list of firsts, a remarkable record of ac
complishment and achievements. 

She was the first African-American 
woman and the first woman to chair 
the House Government Operations Sub
committee on Manpower and Housing. 
She serves as chair of the Congres
sional Black Caucus of the 96th Con
gress. And she was the first woman to 
head the Congressional Black Caucus 
Foundation. She made many achieve
ments. She accomplished many firsts. 
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But I know CARDISS COLLINS as a 

tireless worker, a person who spends 
enormously long days working on be
half of the poor, the downtrodden and 
minorities. She is a person who would 
not stop until she gets her task ful
filled. She is relentlessly pursuing all 
kinds of causes and battles that do not 
make the evening news, that do not 
make the headlines. 

CARDISS COLLINS in 1991 became the 
first African-American to chair a sub
committee on the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. Back in 1990 she 
wrote the law which expanded Medi
care coverage for screening mammog
raphy for millions of elderly and dis
abled women. She authored the Child 
Safety Protection Act of 1993, legisla
tion that required warning labels on 
dangerous toys, and Federal safety 
standards for bicycle helmets. 

CARDISS COLLINS today is leading the 
fight to protect Medicare for the elder
ly. 

Mr. Speaker, I know of no other fe
male legislator, black, white or any 
other racial 151"oup, I know of no one 
who has throughout her history led the 
charge for justice and humanity like 
CARDISS COLLINS. She is a person that 
in a very, very humble and quiet man
ner wields a mighty influence on all 
those who come within her view or 
within her realm or in her world. 
CARDISS COLLINS has the respect of 
some of the great powers that be, both 
in the State of Illinois, the city of Chi
cago, and indeed throughout the Na
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I just had to take a mo
ment this evening to recognize a friend 
and a colleague, a person who, if in fact 
had not been called upon to serve in 
this Congress, this Congress would cer
tainly not be as great as it is. This per
son, this individual, this African-Amer
ican woman, certainly epitomizes the 
kind of persons whom we have honored 
in our discussions and our speeches on 
this floor today, and she is also the 
kind of individual that they will honor 
in the future, and I want to today rec
ognize our colleague CARDISS COLLINS, 
as an African-American woman whose 
contributions we all admire, respect, 
appreciate. 

She is an African-American woman 
for yesterday. She is an African-Amer
ican woman for today. And certainly 
history books will show that she is an 
African-American woman for tomor
row. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Thank 
you very much. That was certainly 
very stirring. I could not agree with 
you more that Representative COLLINS 
has served this Congress so well, and I 
thank you for bringing that to our at
tention. 

At this time we will hear from the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BAR
CIA]. 

Mr. BARCIA. I want to thank you, 
Chairman PAYNE, for the opportunity 

to participate tonight in paying tribute 
to a very special friend and an out
standing African-American leader. 

Mr. Speaker, as Black History Month 
comes to a close, I believe it is most 
appropriate and important to pay trib
ute to a noted civil rights advocate, an 
inspirational educator and a distin
guished community leader who has im
pacted the lives of many citizens in the 
Fifth District of Michigan, the great 
State of Michigan and across the Na
tion. 
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Bernice Barlow, the eldest of James 

and Estelle Lowrey's eight children, 
was born in Louisiana and moved to 
Michigan when she was still just a tod
dler. She was born at a time when Afri
can-Americans, especially women, had 
to work harder and struggle against 
forces beyond their control to dem
onstrate their leadership abilities and 
talents. Yet, against those forces, she 
succeeded and gained the respect and 
admiration of her peers, whether man, 
woman, black, or white. She now uses 
that influence and her talents to help 
others reach the same threshold of 
achievement that she has. 

As the longest serving president of 
the Saginaw branch of the National As
sociation for the Advancement of Col
ored People, Bernice is a living exam
ple of a commitment to improving the 
lives of African-Americans. For the 
past 28 years, under her steady leader
ship, the branch has received numerous 
State and national awards, including 
outstanding membership and outstand
ing branch. Prior to becoming its presi
dent, Mrs. Barlow served as its sec
retary, and was also a youth member of 
the organization. Bernice is also dedi
cated to improving business opportuni
ties for African-American women, and 
is a charter member and past president 
of the local chapter of the National As
sociation of Negro Business and Profes
sional Women's Clubs. 

As a member of Alpha Kappa Alpha 
sorority, Bernice has assisted many 
young African-American women in 
achieving their goals. Bernice learned 
early the importance of a good edu
cation. She graduated from Saginaw 
High School in 1945, and earned a bach
elor's degree and a master's degree in 
education from Michigan State Univer
sity. 

An elementary school teacher with 
the Saginaw public schools for 31 years, 
she has had an immense impact on her 
students. Over her 31 years of teaching, 
Bernice taught her many students that 
with a good education, nothing would 
be beyond their reach. Her words have 
had a positive effect passing from gen
eration to generation, and she has in
spired all who worked with her or had 
the good fortune to study under her tu
telage. 

Bernice is not only devoted to teach
ing our young people, but also teaches 

basic adult education, showing them 
that it is never too late to learn and 
improve yourself. Steadfast in her 
quest to improve her community, Ber
nice has consistently been recognized 
for her outstanding community serv
ice. She is a member of numerous oper
ations, and serves as a member of the 
board of trustees of the Messiah Mis
sionary Baptist Church. 

In recognition of how much her com
munity appreciates and acknowledges 
her accomplishments, her church is 
naming their new scholarship the Ber
nice Lowrey Barlow Scholarship, and 
are recognizing her achievements at a 
banquet held in her honor on March 2, 
1996. 

In order to promote fair housing op
portuni ties, Bernice also has been rec
ognized by the Tri-County Fair Hous
ing Council for her outstanding leader
ship in helping to eliminate racial dis
crimination in housing. She is also a 
member of the Saginaw County Mental 
Health Board, and currently serves on 
a recipients' rights committee, and is 
the vice chair for the program commit
tee. 

Bernice could not have achieved 
these great accomplishments without 
the support of her family, including her 
loving husband of 47 years, Charles 
Barlow, and they have four children: 
Michael, Belinda, Mitchell, and Pat
rick, as well as 10 grandchildren. 

Bernice Barlow is a shining example 
of the ability of individuals to improve 
our society. She is the embodiment of 
the finest qualities expressed in the 
word citizenship. I commend Bernice 
Barlow for her lifelong achievements, 
and I urge my colleagues to join me in 
extending her our very best wishes in 
her future endeavors. 

I thank the gentleman, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. I thank 

the gentleman very much for his kind 
remarks, and we know the family will 
appreciate that being done here at 
Black History Month, and we appre
ciate your contribution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana, Mr. CLEO FIELDS. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
to me. Let me just say to the gen
tleman that I certainly appreciate the 
gentleman making recognition of Mrs. 
Bernice Barlow. I was extremely ex
cited at the fact that she was born, she 
started off, in Louisiana, in the State 
that I represent. I want to thank the 
gentleman for taking the time to rec
ognize such a great servant. Mr. Speak
er, let me thank the gentleman for tak
ing the time to have this special order. 

I want to personally thank all the Af
rican-American women in this country, 
those who came before us, or before 
me, and those who are present today in 
our society who have opened up so 
many doors of opportunity. 

That leads me to a very brief discus
sion, Mr. Chairman. I wish to talk 
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about a few African-American women 
from Louisiana. I want to start by 
talking about an African-American 
woman by the name of Yola Antoine. 
Just a few weeks ago, as a matter of 
fact, when I was traveling in my dis
trict giving speeches for Black History 
Month, I was speaking at a church, and 
the mother of the church was Ms. 
Antoine, and the pastor had her to 
stand, and found out she was 100 years 
old. So I certainly want to take this 
moment to recognize her and talk 
about what type of a woman she is. 

She is a great woman, because even 
at 100 years old, she still has kids gath
ering at her home, and she reads the 
Bible to them, and she should be com
mended for that. But she cuts her own 
grass, she lives by herself, and to be 100 
years of age and still be as active as 
she is in the church, as active as she is 
with taking care of herself, we cer
tainly want to recognize her tonight, 
and I certainly commend her. She is 
from Eunice, LA. I was just so proud of 
the fact that I had a citizen in my dis
trict that was so old, but yet so wise 
and so energetic. 

I also want to talk about those Afri
can-American women who work with 
children in the district and in the 
State that I represent. It brings me to 
the name of Hazel Freemen, who was 
the past president of the Del ta Sigma 
Theta sorority. She also was a high of
ficer in the LINKS organization. The 
gentleman from New Jersey knows 
about these two organizations. This 
lady works night and day to try to en
courage young people to stay in school 
and stay away from drugs and alcohol, 
so I certainly want to talk about her as 
we celebrate black history and recog
nize women. 

I want to talk about another woman 
from my district out of Baton Rouge, 
LA, Ms. Eva Legarde. Ms. Legarde was 
the first female black president of the 
school board. She was elected to the 
school board. She put a heavy emphasis 
on education. She encouraged kids to 
stay in school. She should be com
mended tonight. She is no longer on 
the school board. She still works with 
community groups. She still works 
with the Girl Scouts and Boy Scouts 
and with her church, St. Francis Xa
vier, a church in Baton Rouge. She 
tries to encourage kids to stay away 
from drugs and alcohol. 

I want to talk about Annie Smart, 
who started a legal defense fund in 
Baton Rouge, LA, because there were 
so many indigent people in the city 
that did not have legal representation. 
She started not only a legal defense 
fund, but she started a legal aid pro
gram in Baton Rouge. What she de
cided to do as a result of that, she 
started encouraging more young people 
to go to college and major and get a 
legal education. She encouraged kids 
to go to law school. We certainly com
mend Annie Smart tonight. 

Ms. Lula B. Coleman. She was the 
mother of civil rights for Baton Rouge. 
She worked so hard to open up many 
doors of opportunities that many of us 
have benefited from today. I can speak 
as one of those individuals who is a di
rect beneficiary of her hard work. 

Janice Clark, who is a judge in Baton 
Rouge, LA, today. She works night and 
day to work with kids before they are 
confronted with the judicial system. 
The way she deals with it, she goes 
into schools and she talks to kids 
about the consequences of committing 
crimes and doing drugs, so she should 
be commended at Black History 
Month. 

Diana Bajoie , who is a female State 
senator who serves in the Louisiana 
State Senate, the first African-Amer
ican woman elected to the Louisiana 
State Senate. She works night and day 
to try to improve education in the 
State of Louisiana by introducing bills 
that are in the best interests of educat
ing our children. 

Ms. Georgia Browne, who is a former 
librarian at Southern University. She 
had a program where she brought kids 
from high schools from across the 
State of Louisiana, and had them to 
interface with the library on the col
lege campus. She had many programs 
that included kids from churches, so 
they can understand how to use the 
card catalog, so I want to commend 
Ms. Georgia Browne tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I think all our time has ex
pired. I appreciate the gentleman com
ing. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, as has been my 
traditional practice for many years, I am 
pleased to again participate in this special 
order on the occasion of Black History Month. 
It is an appropriate time to pay tribute to the 
many contributions made by Afro-Americans 
throughout the history of the United States, 
and to remind all Americans that the many 
gifts of black culture are and have always 
been a significant strengthening factor in the 
overall development of American society. 

Thomas Carlyle wrote that "the history of 
the world is but the biography of great peo
ple." Many historians contend that men and 
women do not make events, but rather events 
make men and women. I do not subscribe to 
that theory. I believe that every advance made 
by civilization, as well as every setback, came 
about because men and women made con
scious decisions either to do something or not 
do something. The decisions made and ac
tions taken by black Americans ever since our 
colonial times have impacted greatly on the 
development and the history of our Nation. 
Black History Month is an appropriate time to 
inform the American people of the many out
standing black individuals who have made a 
better life for all of us throughout the years. 

As examples of outstanding blacks who 
throughout our history have contributed to our 
way of life, let us not forget: Crispus Attuckus, 
a free black man who gave his life at the Bos-

ton Massacre, which signaled our War for 
Independence in 1770, and Peter Salem, a 
hero of the Battle of Bunker Hill. 

Let us also note Benjamin Banneker, an as
tronomer and mathematician; Jean Baptiste 
Point du Sable, a pioneer trader and trapper; 
Harriet Tubman and Sojourner Truth, who 
helped found and run the Underground Rail
road for escaping slaves; Frederick Douglass, 
an escaped slave who became one of the 
great American diplomats and leaders of all 
time; and the thousands upon thousands of 
Afro-Americans who fought and in many cases 
gave their lives in the Civil War. 

Other brilliant Afro-Americans include: Jan 
Matzeliger who invented shoemaking machin
ery; Henry Blair, who invented farm machin
ery; and Granville T. Woods, whose inventions 
made subway travel safe and practical. Note
worthy Black educators include: Dr. Mary 
McCleod Bethune, Frederick D. Patterson, and 
Benjamin Mays; A. Philip Randolph was an 
outstanding labor leader. Bayard Rustin 
helped him in organizing the marches on 
Washington in 1941 and 1963 which raised 
the consciousness of all Americans. 

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., whose birthday 
we celebrated last month, was in a class all by 
himself. An individual whose message of love 
and non-violence was valid for all races and 
for all nationalities for all time, Dr. King has 
been and will always remain an inspiration to 
all of us. 

Outstanding African-Americans writers in
clude: Toni Morrison, Langston Hughes, Alice 
Walker, James Baldwin, Charles Fuller, Lor
raine Hansberry, Paul Dunbar, and Alex 
Haley. 

And we have not even begun to list the 
many black Americans who made an impact in 
the fields of education, sports, entertainment, 
music, politics, the graphic arts, and so many 
other spheres of human endeavor. 

Mr. Speaker, I am certain that many of our 
colleagues noted the guest editorial which ap
peared in the Washington Post just this morn
ing by the gifted black writer, Jonetta Rose 
Barras. Ms. Barras comments with alarm and 
disdain regarding some of the efforts of busi
nesses to capitalize on Black History Month. 
She also notes the unfortunate tendency of 
many of our institutions to concentrate all ac
tivities regarding At ro-Americans into Black 
History Month, as if the achievements of gifted 
blacks could and should be ignored the other 
11 months of the year. 

I tend to agree with Ms. Barras' chagrin. It 
is bad enough that the memory of our f alien 
heroes on Memorial Day and Veterans Day is 
too often desecrated by sales pitches and ad
vertising blitzes which totally ignore the signifi
cance of those occasions. Let us not allow this 
same fate to befall Black History Month. 

Black History Month is an appropriate time 
to note that the contributions of blacks to our 
culture and our society are truly significant. It 
is a time to note that our world would be dif
ferent today were it not for the contributions of 
so many gifted men and women. 

However, it is not an appropriate time to 
cheapen the sacrifices and the hardships en
dured by many black Americans throughout 
the years to advance the causes of equality, 
liberty, and justice for all. 

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of any of our 
colleagues who may have overlooked Ms. 
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Barras' editorial, I request that it be inserted in 
full in the RECORD at this point. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 28, 1996] 
BLACK HISTORY MONTH GONE WRONG 

(By Jonetta Rose Barras) 
My mother says I'm a glutton for punish

ment; she's not half wrong. Except this time, 
I didn't go looking for trouble. I went into 
the CVS (formerly Peoples Drug Store) for a 
pair of hose, which except for the Safeway is 
the only place to find them in Adams-Mor
gan. 

I'm waiting in line, my hands filled with 
hosiery, a regular box of Junior Mints and 
nail polish remover. I'm reading everything 
in sight, which is Part I of my mother's glut
ton assessment; Part Il is that I often react 
to what I read, even when I try not to. 

As the cashier rings up my merchandise, I 
continue reading. The sign that catches my 
eye seems benign: "Look for these and other 
great values throughout the month," it reads 
at the top. I scan down the list-I'm always 
after a good sale. 

Luster Silk Right on Curl Moisturizer 
Let's Jam Conditioning Gel 
Luster's S Curl 
Soft Sheen 
Afro Pride No-Lye Relaxer 
Nothing for me, I conclude; I've worn my 

hair natural since 1968. It' s not a political 
statement, more of a beauty thing. I think I 
look great with nappy hair. 

But I relax too quickly; the last few lines 
of the sign are lethal: "CVS Pharmacy Sup
ports Black History Month,'' it reads, What 
the hell do S Curl and No Lye have to do 
with Carter G. Woodson, Harriet Tubman, 
Sojourner Truth, my aunt Loweska or any of 
the other tens of millions of black people 
who have lived and died in this country? I 
nearly shout at the cashier, She turns the 
sign around toward her so she can see what 
set off my alarm. I'm ready to call the man
ager, the owners, someone, anyone. I am ex
hibiting 150 percent of righteous indignation 
(if Madame C.J. Walker were mentioned 
somewhere on the poster, I might accept the 
listing of products as a passable salute-al
though that would be stretching it). I de
mand justice. 

I am tired of Black History Month; tired of 
being squeezed between 28 days (29 this leap 
year). I'd started this month declaring I 
would not try to convert anyone else. I'd 
quietly achieve my own version of justice, 
albeit rather peculiar. I would boycott any 
Black History Month event. No Alvin Ailey 
or Dance Theater of Harlem or Smithsonian 
lectures or tours or special exhibitions of 
Bearden and Tanner or dinners honoring 
" Great Black Leaders." There'd be none of 
that for me. 

Although I never spoke with Dr. Carter G. 
Woodson, who originated the concept of a 
Black History Month (in his day it was 
called Negro History Week), I am sure he 
would proclaim his dream a nightmare. 

Some think it's progress that African 
Americans are honored for an entire month. 
But is it progress when the Smithsonian In
stitution waits until Bfack History Month to 
dump most of its programming targeted for 
African American audiences and those inter
ested in black culture into one month-forc
ing every black writer, academician, dancer 
or whatever to compete with one another be
cause across town at some other institution 
there is another black history event they 
want to catch? 

Is it progress when mainstream publishers 
wait for February to unload books they 
could have released in the fall, just to make 
their marketing strategy easier? 

Maybe it's progress when some drugstore 
chain decides the best way to celebrate the 
history of millions of Americans whose an
cestors helped build this country into the 
capital of the free world is to stick up some 
placard advertising S Curl and Let's Jam 
Conditioning Gel and call it a salute. 

It wasn't supposed to be this way. 
I'm absolutely positive Woodson intended 

that at some point Negro History Week, 
Black/African-American History Month 
would become obsolete. He expected the sto
ries of the 5,000 blacks who fought in the 
Revolutionary War to be right there along
side Washington's. He believed that when the 
history of World War II was written, it would 
contain the names of Mary McLeod Bethune, 
Gen. Daniel Chappie James Jr. , the Tuskegee 
airmen and hundreds of other colored Ameri
cans who fought valiantly. And that in every 
anthology of American poets, Sterling 
Brown, James Weldon Johnson, Georgia 
Douglas Johnson and Countee Cullen would 
be among the writers. Instead, they are in 
separate books, pulled out during February 
and considered "additional suggested read
ing, variations on themes" They are not in
tegral components of America's historical 
discourse. 

This I am certain of: Woodson never in
tended for his concept aimed at instilling 
race and cultural pride to become a market
ing strategy for museums, publishers and 
hair-care companies. It's much too precious 
for that, which is why I had decided to do my 
own quiet protest. 

But CVS changed all of that; I'm now pub
licly advocating that Americans who no 
longer want a segregated history of this 
country boycott Black History Month and 
demand full representation throughout the 
year-the key word here is full, not some 
weak-kneed, half-committed expression. 
Full, nothing less. 

After we've righted the misdirection of 
Black History Month, let' s set our sights on 
Women's History Month-I mean, where does 
that come from, anyway? 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to join 
my colleagues and our Nation in celebrating 
Black History Month. I appreciate this oppor
tunity to pay tribute to African-Americans who 
have contributed so much to making our Na
tion what it is today. The theme of this year's 
special order observance is African-American 
women: yesterday, today and tomorrow. 

I want to take this opportunity to honor the 
memory of one very special woman-a fellow 
Texan and Houstonian and former Member of 
this House-who has long been an inspiration 
to me. That woman is Barbara Jordan. 

We all felt a deep loss when she passed 
away recently. But I have no doubt that Bar
bara Jordan's life and accomplishments will 
continue to inspire many generations to come. 

As a legislator, Ms. Jordan built a reputation 
of being a skilled politician and forceful and 
dynamic individual. She was the first African
American woman in Texas to be elected to the 
Texas Senate and the first African-American 
from the South to serve in the Congress of the 
United States since Reconstruction. 

During her tenure in the House, she served 
as a member of the House Judiciary Commit
tee, the House Committee on Government 
Operations and the Steering and Policy Com
mittee of the House Democratic caucus. In re
flecting on this year's theme, I cannot think of 
another woman who truly embodies our Na
tion's greatest traditions and our deepest aspi
rations than Barbara Jordan. 

Barbara Jordan championed the ideal of 
America being a country where legal rights 
and equal opportunities were available for ev
eryone. She furthered that ideal for herself, for 
African-Americans, for African-American 
women, and for persons of all races. 

Ms. Jordan has earned a place in American 
history, alongside Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. in 
pushing forward the dream of equal oppor
tunity for all Americans. She never ceased to 
remind us what "we the people" truly means. 

Texas and the Nation, have lost a powerful 
voice of conscience and integrity. Barbara Jor
dan was a champion of our freedom, the Con
stitution and the laws of our country. We will 
miss her unflinching intelligence and integrity, 
her passion for justice, the power of her voice, 
and the sheer force of the truth for which she 
spoke. From Watergate to the U.S. Commis
sion on Immigration Reform, our Nation relied 
on her time and again to give us straight an
swers. And she never left us disappointed. 

In another significant first, she delivered the 
keynote address at the 1976 Democratic Party 
Convention-the first black woman in the 144-
history of our party to do so. She repeated 
that performance some 16 years later at the 
1992 Democratic Convention when she chal
lenged delegates and the Nation to transform 
our decaying inner cities into places where 
hope lives. 

Also, let us not forget Ms. Jordan's eloquent 
defense of the Constitution when she sat on 
the House Judiciary Committee that inves
tigated the Watergate break-in and the White 
House coverup that lead to the resignation of 
President Nixon. She made all of us proud to 
be Americans. I am most reminded of a 
speech in which she stated that, "My faith in 
the Constitution is whole, it is complete, it is 
total and I am not going to sit here and be an 
idle spectator to the diminution, the subver
sion, the destruction of it." 

History will remember Barbara Jordan as a 
dynamic leader, powerful politician, riveting or
ator, a pioneer for all, and the ultimate public 
servant. Her impact transcended age, sex, 
and ethnicity. Barbara Jordan also had a more 
personal side that friends and associates will 
remember most. The side that was not fully 
seen by the public eye. 

For example, many do not know that she 
loved to sing gospel, top 40, and country 
songs at the parties she threw for her grad
uate students in Austin. Many do not know of 
her sharp intellect, dry wit, and childlike curi
osity. But one thing is certain, the State of 
Texas, The city of Houston, and the Nation 
have lost a true treasury in Barbara Jordan. 
She lived the dream of fairness and equal op
portunity enshrined in our Constitution, and 
she committed her life to helping all Ameri
cans share in that dream. 

I last saw Barbara Jordan in San Antonio 
last spring where we both addressed the Col
lege Democrats of America. While it was a 
unique exchange involving three generations 
of Americans, I was most thrilled that my two 
younger daughters, Louise and Meredith, a 
fourth generation and fellow Houstonians, had 
a chance to meet a real trailblazer in our 
American History. She did not let them down. 

The best way to honor her is to rededicate 
ourselves to making that dream come true for 
all Americans. 
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Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, since 1976, Feb

ruary has been celebrated as Black History 
Month, but the origins of this event date back 
to 1926, when Dr. Carter G. Woodson who 
was born in Huntington, WV, set aside a spe
cial period of time in February to recognize the 
heritage, achievements, and contributions of 
African-Americans. This occasion provides the 
opportunity for our country to celebrate the 
past and present contributions and accom
plishments of African-Americans. As I reflect 
on these contributions and accomplishments, I 
am quickly drawn to my district and a gen
tleman who has demonstrated time and time 
again a tireless effort to be of exemplary serv
ice to all mankind. Ernest C. Moore is a hus
band, father, legislator, activist, humanitarian, 
role model, and friend to all who know him. 
For over 20 years Delegate Ernest C. Moore 
has championed the causes of justice and eq
uity as a West Virginia State legislator rep
resenting McDowell County, 22d district. 

Delegate Moore was born on July 12, 1922 
in Winston-Salem, NC but moved to Thorpe, 
WV at age 4 when his father, a railroad work
er heard about a good paying job in the coal 
mines. His father spent the rest of his life 
working at U.S. Steel's No. 4 mine in Gary, 
WV and Moore followed suit when he was old 
enough, starting at No. 4 and then moving to 
the No. 1 O mine. Along the way he became 
active in the United Mine Workers, eventually 
serving as district 29, vice president for 141/2 
years. 

Mr. Speaker, Delegate Moore is the longest 
serving legislator in the West Virginia House 
of Delegates. However, because of health rea
sons on January 22, 1996, Moore retired. He 
was first elected to the West Virginia House of 
Delegates in 1971 by McDowell County vot
ers. Except for the one 2-year term from 1979 
to 1980, he has served continuously in the 
House. During his tenure he served on the fol
lowing committees: Enrolled Bills (chairman), 
Banking and Insurance, Constitution Revision, 
Judiciary (chairman), Industry and Labor 
(chairman) for the 67th-69th legislatures. 

Delegate Moore the legislator and humani
tarian worked hard to help create the much 
needed Tug River Health Clinics in Gary and 
Northfork, WV along with building of the new 
Welch Emergency Hospital. The significance 
of this accomplishment is that in McDowell 
County the hospital and three clinics are 
among the three highest employers in the 
county. 

Delegate Moore the legislator and activist 
was also a key player in the civil rights legisla
tion that led to designating Dr. Martin Luther 
King's birthday a State holiday. 

Delegate Moore the legislator and role 
model has received almost every type of re
ward and recognition, to name a few. In 1976, 
he received the Distinguished Citizen's Award 
from Mountain State Bar Association. In 1992, 
the Distinguished West Virginia Award and, in 
1993, Twenty Years of Dedicated Service 
Award from the West Virginia Legislature. 

Delegate Moore the husband and father is 
married to Mittie Kellum and is the father of 
four, Judy, Douglas, Clifton, and Gail. He has 
maintained that God and his family are the 
cornerstone of his success. 

Delegate Moore the legislator and friend has 
not only served as a role model to his family 

and colleagues, but also his constituents. He 
has demonstrated this through his involvement 
in community organizations such as the Broth
er's Club, the McDowell County Health Board, 
president, Public Defender's Corporation-8th 
Circuit, and the NAACP. His contribution has 
symbolized the importance of community in
volvement and helped to develop future lead
ers who will challenge this Nation to reach its 
great potential. 

Mr. Speaker, Delegate Moore like so many 
others we honor this month is a rare and won
derful individual, who, through words and 
deeds has helped make a difference to count
less lives in West Virginia and the Nation. I 
would now like to share with you Moore's re
cent response to a news reporter question of 
regrets during his 23 years of service. Moore 
responded by saying, "I don't regret a day, a 
lot of people would probably be shedding 
tears of sorrow, but if I would be shedding any 
tears, it would be tears of joy. And I know in 
my heart that I have done everything possible 
to help McDowell County and the State of 
West Virginia." 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, there are countless 
men and women who like Delegate Moore im
prove the lives of many people on a daily 
basis, they may not be famous, but they are 
extraordinary individuals in the same tradition. 
I ask my colleagues to join me during Black 
History Month as I salute the excellence of 
Delegate Ernest C. Moore, an outstanding ex
ample of civic responsibility, courage and 
commitment of whom the African-American 
community, and indeed Americans everywhere 
should be proud. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to participate today in this special order to 
commemorate Black History Month. In March, 
we will celebrate Women's History Month, 
and, in that vein, I would like to pay tribute to 
a number of African-American women who 
have overcome adversity to achieve great suc
cess. 

African-Americans have made great strides 
since the Civil Rights movement of the 1960's. 
However, we have a ways to go before the 
economic disparity between the African-Amer
ican community and the rest of America is 
eliminated. Black women, in particular, still 
struggle in disproportionately high numbers 
with the challenges of raising children while 
living in poverty. 

Fortunately, we can look at shining success 
stories in the African-American community to 
show young people how to improve their lives 
and communities. In the words of the late 
Congresswoman Barbara Jordan: "We need 
to change the decaying inner cities from decay 
to places where hope lives." 

A pioneer in American politics, Barbara Jor
dan was the first black State senator in Texas 
history, and the first woman from Texas, as 
well as the first black, to be elected to the 
U.S. House of Representatives after Recon
struction. Barbara Jordan was a champion of 
freedom and of the Constitution. Her beliefs 
were epitomized when, during the Watergate 
hearings, she declared, "My faith in the Con
stitution is whole, it is complete, it is total, and 
I am not going to sit here and be an idle spec
tator to diminution, the subversion, the de
struction of the Constitution." 

After serving three terms in Congress, Bar
bara devoted her energy to teaching and con-

tinued to strive, in her own words, "to do 
something unusual." This was certainly an un
derstatement. Later in life, Barbara struggled 
with multiple sclerosis, and while the disease 
crippled her body, she refused to allow it to 
conquer her spirit. Barbara Jordan's life and 
success have left a legacy of opportunity for 
countless American women. 

A number of African-American women from 
Indiana's First Congressional District have 
also been pioneers. These women have 
achieved economic and personal success, and 
they serve as role models for the young peo
ple in northwest Indiana. I would like to bring 
a few of them to your attention now. 

Katie Hall served as U.S. Representative for 
Indiana's First Congressional District from 
1982 to 1984. During her tenure in Congress, 
Katie Hall played an instrumental role in creat
ing the Martin Luther King National Holiday. 
She currently serves as the Gary city clerk. 

Earline Rogers has been elected to serve 
as a Gary City Council member, State rep
resentative, and State senator. Ms. Rogers 
was only the second African-American woman 
to be elected a State representative. She con
tinues to serve as a State senator. 

Judge Karen Freeman-Wilson is the presid
ing judge of the Gary City Court. She is also 
a practicing attorney and has served as a pub
lic defender in the Lake County Superior 
Court. 

Eloise Gentry is the president and CEO of 
the Urban League of Northwest Indiana. She 
has also served as executive director for Com
munity Coordinated Child Care and helped in
stigate the movement to integrate Gary's pub
lic schools. 

Judge Shelia Moss was nominated in 1993 
by Governor Bayh to be the presiding judge of 
the Lake County Superior Court. She has also 
held the position of deputy director of the 
Child Support Division for the Lake County 
Prosecutor's Office. 

Hilda Richards is the first African-American 
chancellor of Indiana University Northwest. 
She was installed in this position in May of 
1994. 

Pauline Hutson was the first African-Amer
ican woman to become a member of the Gary 
Police Department in 1936, and the first black 
woman to be promoted to detective in 1969. 
She has gone on to become commander of 
the Women's Division of the Gary Police De
partment. 

Y-Gene Chambers was the first African
American woman appointed to the Lake Coun
ty Crime Commission and the first black 
woman appointed to the advisory board of 
Bank One. Ms. Chambers also chartered and 
was the first president of the board of directors 
of the Gary Educational Development Founda
tion. 

Dr. Waltee Douglas was one of the first 
women to become an ordained minister in the 
Baptist Church in 1985, at St. John Baptist 
Church in Gary. 

Imogene Harris is the publisher of the Gary 
Info Newspaper and president of the Harris 
Printing Co. The Gary Info Newspaper is an 
African-American news weekly which has 
been in continuous publication for 34 years. 

Kellee Patterson was the first African-Amer
ican woman to win the title of Miss Indiana in 
1971. 



February 28, 1996 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3189 
Vivian Carter was the first African-American 

woman to host a 5-hour radio show. She is a 
cofounder of Vee Jay Record Co., which was 
the first record company to distribute the early 
recordings of the Beatles. 

Dorothy Leavell was the second female 
president of the National Newspaper Publish
ers Association, an organization of more than 
200 African-American newspapers in the 
United States. 

Del Marae Williams is currently east Chi
cago's city judge. She has also served in the 
Lake County Public Defender's Office and as 
an East Chicago human rights attorney. 

As we celebrate Black History Month, we 
celebrate an America more culturally enriched, 
intellectually developed, and technologically 
advanced because of the contributions of Afri
can-Americans. In closing, I would like to com
mend my colleagues, Representatives LOUIS 
STOKES and DONALD PAYNE, for organizing this 
important special order on Black History 
Month. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, in the 
grand tradition of Mary Mcleod Bethune, Shir
ley Chisholm, and Dorothy Height, former 
Congresswoman Barbara Charline Jordan car
ried our Nation's baton for freedom, justice, 
and equality as one of the first female African
American Member of Congress. When she re
tired from Congress in 1977, she left an in
credible void and a legacy that my colleagues 
and I have worked tirelessly to fulfill. 

Jordan, who died last month in Houston, 
TX, at age 59, was a true inspiration for past, 
present, and future female African-American 
Members of Congress. Both as a Texas State 
senator and as a U.S. Congresswoman, Jor
dan sponsored bills that championed the 
cause of poor, black, disadvantaged, and 
working people. 

Barbara Jordan would be saddened today 
by the challenges to minority voting districts, 
including the very district Jordan once rep
resented and is now represented by my col
league, SHEILA JACKSON-LEE. Minority voting 
districts have been instrumental in ensuring 
that we are all included in "We the People." 
Jordan used to say that perhaps George 
Washington and Alexander Hamilton had left 
her out by mistake when drafting the Constitu
tion to begin "We the People." Much of her 
career was spent working to fully implement 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965. Jordan met with 
much success. "Through the process of 
amendment interpretation and court decision," 
she said, "I have finally been included in 'We 
the people.'" 

Now, our Nation faces threats to the inclu
sion of all people in challenges to minority dis
tricts in many States, including Florida. The 
Third Congressional District of Florida is a 
truly representative district and I believe that 
my constituents have been well served. 

In Congress today, I would argue that we 
need more inclusion, more compassion, and 
more minority voting districts to ensure that 
"We the People" includes us all. If the current 
Republican-led Congress could be injected 
with the spirit of Congress' most powerful he
roes, the U.S. Congress and its American citi
zens would be better off today. 

Those who have come after her have strug
gled to fill her giant shoes. Barbara Jordan 
was a true American hero. Let us never forget 

her legacy of equal opportunity, dreaming and 
living our dreams, and including all people as 
we interpret the U.S. Constitution. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I join my col
leagues tonight in saluting the accomplish
ments and contributions of African-American 
women, who have enriched the lives of all 
Americans. As we near the end of Black His
tory Month, we should keep in mind that this 
Nation was built with the blood, sweat and 
tears of African-Americans. 

Black Americans have made enormous con
tributions in fields as diverse as science and 
the arts to politics and sports. From the sub
lime poetry and writings of Maya Angelou to 
the athletic prowess and wizardry of Magic 
Johnson, African-Americans continue to con
tribute to the economic, cultural and political 
fabric of the Nation. 

Tonight, I would like to highlight the 
achievement of an exceptional African-Amer
ican woman and former Member of the House 
of Representatives-the Honorable Barbara 
Jordan. 

Barbara Jordan excelled in every field of en
deavor she focused her considerable talents in 
pursuing. Her distinguished career spanned 
the areas of politics, law and education. Bar
bara Jordan tragically passed away a few 
months ago, however, she has left an indelible 
mark on the country. Her intellectual brilliance, 
eloquence, clarity of thought and principled 
stand on so many vital issues facing the coun
try continue to resonate today. Barbara Jordan 
was a trailblazer setting the stage for other 
women, be they black, white, Hispanic or 
Asian, to follow in her stead. 

In the mid-1960's, Barbara Jordan became 
the first black elected official to the Texas 
State senate since 1883. During her tenure in 
that chamber, she authored the first Texas 
minimum wage law and spearheaded the first 
package of urban legislation through that 
chamber. And on June 10, 1972, Barbara Jor
dan, as President pro tern, became Governor 
for a day when both the Texas Governor and 
Lieutenant Governor were out of State, adding 
another "first" to her long list of accomplish
ments. 

In 1972, Barbara Jordan was elected to the 
U.S. House of Representatives where she 
would soon be propelled to national promi
nence. During the Watergate and impeach
ment hearings, Representative Jordan distin
guished herself by delineating before the en
tire Nation why she believed the committee on 
judiciary should vote to indict President Rich
ard Nixon. Newsweek called her speech "The 
most memorable indictment of Richard Nixon 
to emerge from the House impeachment" pro
ceedings. 

Jordan's memorable keynote address in the 
1976 Democratic National Convention sealed 
her reputation as one of the great political ora
tors in the country. Her decision to retire from 
the House in 1978 in order to accept a teach
ing post at the University of Texas' Lyndon B. 
Johnson School of Public Affairs, represented 
a loss for American politics and a tremendous 
gain for the world of academia. More recently, 
Barbara Jordan was called upon once again to 
serve our country as chairman of the U.S. 
Commission on Immigration Reform. She per
formed her task with the integrity and utter 
professionalism that marked her whole life. 

Barbara Jordan led by example; she led by 
her sheer will to persevere; and she led by her 
intellect and oratorical skill. Barbara Jordan 
was truly a great American. Her legacy is now 
and forever a part of the rich history of Afri
can-American accomplishments and contribu
tions to our country. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, since 1976, Feb
ruary has been celebrated as Black History 
Month, but the origins of this event date back 
to 1926, when Dr. Carter G. Woodson set 
aside a special period of time in February to 
recognize the heritage, achievements, and 
contributions of African-Americans. It is with 
great pleasure that I rise to recognize a resi
dent of my district who has made an outstand
ing contribution to both the African-American 
community, and the central coast region in 
general. 

Rev. Herbert Hoover Lusk, Sr., a native of 
Memphis, TN, has served as a minister and 
professional community organizer in the city of 
Seaside, CA for over 30 years. Widely known 
for his speaking ability and leadership skills, 
he has been an instrumental figure in the 
growth and development of the city of Sea
side. 

Reverend Lusk received his formal edu
cation at Henderson Business College in busi
ness administration, 1951, and the Right 
School of Religion, 1955, both located in 
Memphis, TN. Later, he received his bachelor 
of science degree in human relations and or
ganizational behavior from the University of 

· San Francisco, 1984, and his master of 
science degree in management and school 
administration from Pepperdine University. 

As an organizational planner and adminis
trator, Reverend Lusk founded Operations 
Shoe-Strings, Inc. Of Seaside 25 years ago, 
along with Operation Tobacco Education and 
Operation Second Chance. These organiza
tions are designed to provide essential serv
ices to aspiring youth, their parents and other 
interested community residents. 

Reverend Lusk has served as minister and 
pastor of the Bethel Missionary Baptist Church 
of Seaside, CA since 1961. During this period 
he has designed and organized church edu
cational programs, a day-care and pre-school 
program, assisted in community organizational 
efforts and developed and administered suc
cessful proposal and grant-funding efforts. He 
is also vice-moderator of the St. John District 
Association, which consists of the States of 
California, Nevada, New Mexico, and parts of 
Africa. In February of 1993, Reverend Lusk 
participated in the first African American na
tional conference ever held on South African 
soil. In addition, he has served as either a 
leader or member of such community organi
zations as the Monterey Peninsula Ministerial 
Alliance, the Seaside Chamber of Commerce, 
the Seaside Club International, the National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People [NAACP], the Southern Christian Lead
ership Conference, the National Baptist Con
vention U.S.A. and the National Alliance for 
Black Observation Day. 

As a result of his inspirational leadership 
and tireless efforts Reverend Lusk has been 
widely recognized for his achievements. 
Among the many awards and honors be
stowed upon him are the Outstanding Serv
ices Award of the Anti-Poverty Council, Monte
rey Peninsula-1971, the NAACP Man of The 
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Year, 1971, the Seaside Chamber of Com
merce Award, 1978, the Elvirita Lewis Foun
dation Award, 1980, the Delta Sigma Theta 
Sorority, Inc. Award, 1985 and the California 
Legislative Resolution Commendation that I 
sponsored in 1988. 

Mr. Speaker, I have known Reverend Lusk 
for many years. He has demonstrated time 
and time again a tenacious commitment to 
bettering the lives of the less fortunate in Sea
side and surrounding central coast commu
nities. His zeal and enthusiasm have inspired 
cooperation and commitment for the better
ment of the community. As we celebrate our 
1996 observance of Black History Month, we 
celebrate an America that is richer and more 
culturally aware because of the undertaking 
and accomplishments of people like Reverend 
Lusk. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, as we remem
ber our former colleague, the Honorable Bar
bara Jordan, it is particularly fitting that the 
theme of this special order in observation of 
Black History Month is "African-American 
Women: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow." 
This institution has benefited greatly from the 
contributions of Congresswoman Jordan, as 
well as our other strong African-American fe
male members. So, too, has America bene
fited from the presence of African-American 
women in her midst over the past almost 400 
years. During slavery the blood, sweat, and 
tears of African-American women became lit
erally and figuratively a part of the very foun
dation upon which our great Nation is built. 

Throughout her story in America, the Afri
can-American woman has played an integral 
role in the survival of the family, community, 
and country. Women such as Harriet Tubman, 
Sojourner Truth, Rosa Parks, Ida B. Wells, 
Mary Mcleod Bethune, and countless others, 
struggled to obtain freedom and racial equality 
for African-Americans and all Americans, and 
to make America a Nation true to its principles 
and ideas. 

African-American women embody the pride 
and strength of a people who have experi
enced and survived great oppression. The tra
dition of leadership and struggle continues 
today among African-American women as evi
denced by Marian Wright Elelman, ELEANOR 
HOLMES NORTON, Dorothy Height, Myrlie 
Evers, and others. Today, I join my colleagues 
to recognize and salute the strength, pride, re
silience and commitment of African-American 
women. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my
self and Congressmen GLENN POSHARD and 
JERRY COSTELLO, I rise to honor Capt. William 
R. (Bill) Norwood of Carbondale, IL, for his 
distinguished career and his contributions to Il
linois and the Nation. Captain Norwood is re
tiring after more than 30 years with United Air
lines. I want to take this opportunity to ac
knowledge his significant achievements. 

Bill Norwood's lite has been one of great in
dividual achievements, which have helped to 
pave the way for others to follow. He was the 
first black pilot hired by United Airlines, and 
the first to reach the rank of captain. Today, 
there are 236 black pilots at United Airlines 
who have followed in Bill Norwood's footsteps. 

He was born in Centralia, IL, where he at
tended Lincoln Elementary and Centralia 
Township High School. He started working at 

the age of 10, selling newspapers, and worked 
with his father in carpentry. He graduated from 
Southern Illinois University in Carbondale with 
a degree in chemistry, where he was also the 
first black quarterback on the football team, 
and went on to earn a master's in business 
administration from the University of Chicago. 
He was hired by United Airlines in 1965 and 
has flown all the cockpit positions and many 
different airplanes, beginning with the 727 and 
ending with the DC-10. 

He was inspired to become a pilot by a 
teacher in grammar school who had flown with 
the Tuskegee Airmen black fighter squadron. 
He joined the ROTC and served 6 years in the 
U.S. Air Force, where he flew for the Strategic 
Air Command. 

He is the recipient of many honors and 
awards, including the United Airlines Flight 
Operations Division Special Achievement 
Award; the United Airlines 1991 Community 
Relations Award; the Certificate of Merit from 
the Chicago Merit Employment Committee; the 
Illinois Concerns for Blacks in Higher Edu
cation Special Merit Award; membership in the 
Southern Illinois ROTC Hall of Fame; the 
Southern Illinois Athletic Hall of Fame; and the 
Centralia, Illinois Historical Hall of Fame. He 
was profiled in Chicago's "Successguide 
1991" as one of the top 10 black professionals 
making outstanding contributions to the com
munity. He is named in the first editions of 
"Who's Who Among Black Americans," "Pro
files in Black," "The African Americans," and 
"African American Firsts." He is also pictured 
in the National Air and Space Museum's per
manent display called "Black Wings." 

Beside these many honors are the contribu
tions he has made to our community. Bill 
serves on the board of trustees of Southern Il
linois University and the Southern Illinois Uni
versity Aviation Advisory Committee. He is a 
member of the Illinois Board of Higher Edu
cation; immediate past president and former 
treasurer of the State Universities Retirement 
System Board; and he works with the Illinois 
Committee on Black Concerns in Higher Edu
cation. He is a member of the Airline Pilots 
Association; he has served many terms as 
treasurer, president, and chairman of the 
board of the Organization of Black Airline Pi
lots; he is a life member of the NAACP; he 
serves on several committees at the Prince of 
Peace United Methodist Church; and he fre
quently takes time to visit schools and give ca
reer and motivational talks to young people. 

Bill is retiring from United Airlines to spend 
more time with his family, which he raised with 
his lovely wife, Molly Frances Cross Norwood, 
who is also president and CEO of the Blue 
Ribbon Press. His two adult sons, William, Jr., 
who is an air traffic controller, and George An
thony, an attorney, are following in their fa
ther's footsteps of high achievement. On be
half of his many friends and admirers, I con
gratulate Capt. William R. (Bill) Norwood and 
wish him and his family the very best in the fu
ture. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
join in this special order to observe and cele
brate Black History Month. Observing Black 
History Month each year helps Americans 
educate ourselves about the important role 
that African-Americans have played in our Na
tion's history. Given the unique experience of 

African-Americans in this nation of immigrants, 
it is important that all Americans understand 
and appreciate the nature of their struggle for 
freedom and equality-and the accomplish
ments in art, science, education, business, 
and politics that African-Americans have 
achieved despite the extraordinary obstacles 
that they have been forced to overcome. 

I want to thank Representatives LOUIS 
STOKES and DONALD PAYNE for organizing this 
special order today. As a result of their efforts, 
Members of Congress can take this oppor
tunity to celebrate the many important con
tributions that African-Americans have made 
to our country's cultural, economic, and politi
cal life. 

Black History Month was initiated by Dr. 
Carter G. Woodson, who established the As
sociation for the Study of Afro-American Life 
and History in 1915 in order to encourage the 
proper appreciation for the contributions that 
African-Americans had made to their country. 
Black History Month has been celebrated in 
some form since 1926. 

The Association for the Study of Afro-Amer
ican Life and History has made African-Amer
ican women the focus of this year's observ
ance because, as Mary Church Terrell ob
served, African-American women had to over
come the obstacles of both racial and gender 
discrimination. Consequently, I would like to 
focus my remarks today on some of the re
markable African-American women who have 
overcome tremendous obstacles to achieve 
success in their chosen fields. Brave, smart, 
strong, and determined-these women were 
truly giants. 

African-American women have been active 
in every field of human endeavor in this coun
try, and yet, more often than not their contribu
tions have gone unrecognized. African-Amer
ican women in this country have been activ
ists, educators, professionals, entrepreneurs, 
artists, and elected officials. Moreover, they 
have succeeded in these fields in the face of 
a combination of obstacles more intimidating 
that those that most other Americans have 
had to confront. 

Women like Harriet Tubman, and Sojourner 
Truth were born into slavery, but they refused 
to submissively accept their designated place 
in society. Both of these women became dedi
cated abolitionists and contributed to the grow
ing opposition to slavery in this country in the 
mid-1800's. Harriet Tubman returned to the 
South many times to help many other African
Americans escape the bondage of slavery. As 
a result of their efforts to change public atti
tudes about slavery, millions of African-Ameri
cans were eventually freed from slavery. 

Emancipation was not the end of African
Americans' struggle for freedom and equality 
in this country, however. Sadly, even 131 
years after the end of the Civil War, that strug
gle is not over. Nevertheless, tremendous 
strides have been made. Just as in the battle 
against slavery, African-American women 
were active participants in the struggle to end 
segregation and secure their political rights. 
Ida B. Wells, for example, was an influential 
activist and journalist in the late 19th and early 
20th centuries. She braved threats of physical 
violence to organize African-Americans 
against segregation and protest the lynchings 
that characterized the post-Reconstruction era. 
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Fannie Lou Hamer was threatened, shot, and 
beaten as a result of her efforts to secure the 
right to vote for African-Americans, and yet 
she never wavered in her pursuit of social jus
tice. Rosa Parks was arrested for her refusal 
to submit to the racist Jim Crow laws that, 
sadly, enjoyed wide support in the South for 
most of this century. These are only a few of 
the women who were active in breaking down 
the political and legal system that discrimi
nated against African-Americans in this coun
try; it would be impossible to mention the 
names of all the African-American women who 
contributed to this effort, but it would be wrong 
not to point out the important role that they 
played. 

As a result of the struggle for civil rights, Af
rican-American women have been able to 
begin participating fully in the political process. 
Mary McLeod Bethune, a noted African-Amer
ican educator, was appointed by President 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt to administer the 
African-American division of the New Deal era 
National Youth Administration. In 1969, Shirley 
Chisholm became the first African-American 
woman to be elected to the U.S. House of 
Representatives, and in 1992, CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN became the first African
American woman elected to the U,S. Senate. 
Shirley Chisholm also has the honor of be
coming the first African-American woman to 
run for the Presidency. It didn't take long for 
African-American women like Barbara Jordan 
to make their mark on Congress. Today there 
are a number of African-American women in 
Congress, the judiciary branch, and the ad
ministration-as well as in State and local 
government. 

Even in the darkest days of segregation, 
however, African-American women were suc
cessful entrepreneurs and professionals. C.J. 
Walker, for example, became America's first 
self-made female millionaire. In the 1800's and 
early 1900's, thousands of talented African
American women became school teachers 
and administrators. More recently, African
American women have begun taking advan
tage of the hard-won opportunities to pursue 
careers in less traditional fields; Katherine 
Johnson, for example, has achieved renown 
for developing navigational procedures for 
tracking NASA spacecraft. Today, there are no 
legal or institutional limits on the professions 
African-American women can pursue. 

Finally, I want to mention talented African
American artists like Maya Angelou, Zora 
Neale Hurston, Alice Walker, and Toni Morri
son, who have given powerful voice to the 
shared experiences of African-American 
women. 

This country has made tremendous 
progress in race relations in the last 50 years. 
Much more needs to be done, of course, but 
let us not forget the substantial advances that 
have been made, thanks in no small part to 
the African-American women that I have men
tioned here today. 

I have focused today primarily on African
American women whose accomplishments are 
in the more or less distant past. That is under
standable-we don't have the perspective 
necessary to objectively evaluate contem
porary events, and we cannot know with any 
certainty what the future holds. It would be in
appropriate, however, to conclude without 

some mention of the future. The future is inex
tricably linked to the past-it holds so much 
potential for African-American women today 
precisely because of the struggles and sac
rifices undertaken by their mothers and their 
grandmothers. As a result, their future suc
cesses will be that much brighter-and the 
challenges they face will, hopefully, be very 
different that the obstacles that their mothers 
and grandmothers were forced to overcome. It 
is only fitting that we take this time to recog
nize the contributions that African-American 
women have made to this country-and will 
continue to make. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
our distinguished colleague from New Jersey, 
Congressman DONALD PAYNE, who chairs the 
Congressional Black Caucus, for his leader
ship with regard to today's special order. We 
gather today to mark the congressional ob
servance of Black History Month. I join Con
gressman PAYNE, members of the Congres
sional Black Caucus, and our colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle as we acknowledge the 
contribution of African-American men and 
women to the building and shaping of this 
great Nation. 

African-American have a rich and magnifi
cent history. It is a history which is inextricably 
woven into the economic, social, and political 
fabric of this Nation. In 1926, the late Dr. 
Carter G. Woodson understood that African
Americans were not receiving proper recogni
tion in history for their contributions. Therefore, 
he proposed setting aside 1 week during the 
month of February to commemorate the 
achievements of African-Americans. In 1976, 
the observance was changed to Black History 
Month. The Association for the Study of Afro
American Life and History, which Dr. Woodson 
founded, has selected the theme, "African 
American Women: Yesterday, Today and To
morrow," for the 1996 observance of Black 
History Month. 

Mr. Speaker, we gather to pay tribute to Af
rican-American women who have contributed 
to the building and shaping of America. The 
list is long and the names are many. In most 
instances, these individuals had to overcome 
tremendous obstacles and challenges in order 
to succeed. Let us pause to recognize some 
of these outstanding Americans and their ex
traordinary achievements. 

In January, the Nation mourned the passing 
of a great African-American achiever. For 
many years, Barbara Jordan's voice was 
heard in these Halls, speaking out on the 
issues of the day and defending the Constitu
tion. Not only was she a knowledgeable legis
lator, but she was also sincere and compas
sionate. She was a tireless advocate for those 
who had no voice in the congressional delib
erations. 

Barbara Jordan began her political career 
with her election to the Texas State Senate, 
becoming the first African-American elected to 
that legislative body. In 1972, Barbara Jordan 
again made history when she and Andy 
Young became the first African-Americans 
from the South to be elected to Congress 
since Reconstruction. 

Mr. Speaker, those of us who were fortu
nate to serve in the U.S. Congress with Bar
bara Jordan loved, admired, and respected 
her greatly. She was a lawmaker of the high-

est caliber and integrity. Her eloquent voice 
and legal scholarship will be greatly missed. 

As we celebrate Black History Month, we 
also recall the perseverance of Shirley Chis
holm who, in 1969, became the first African
American female to be sworn in as a Member 
of the U.S. Congress. Her election offered 
hope that women of color could be elected to 
all branches of government. Shirley Chisholm 
went on to become the first African-American 
woman to run for the highest office of the land 
when she sought the Democratic Presidential 
nomination in 1972. 

Equally noteworthy is the election of the Na
tion's first African-American female Senator. In 
1992, CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN was elected to 
the U.S. Senate from the State of Illinois. A 
committed public servant, she has served with 
honor and distinction as a Member of that leg
islative body. 

Mr. Speaker, along with Senator MOSELEY
BRAUN, we also pay tribute to the African
American female lawmakers within the ranks 
of the Congressional Black Caucus. The CBC 
continues to benefit from their strong leader
ship and commitment. Like pioneers before 
them, these 10 lawmakers have been willing 
to take strong stances on behalf of their con
stituencies and those who have no voice in 
the political process. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that there are many 
other African-American women trailblazers 
who set the pace and cleared the course for 
those who followed. We need only sift through 
the ashes of history to find African-American 
women who withstood the challenges and 
rose to great heights. 

We recall the perseverance of Harriet Tub
man, the engineer of the Underground Rail
road. This tightly organized, highly secretive 
network of safe houses provided shelter and 
support for slaves in their escape from the 
South to freedom in the northern States and 
Canada. Harriet Tubman propelled a mass of 
people to seek better lies for themselves, and 
to demand something more for future genera
tions. She never gave up, and she never gave 
in. 

During this special observance of Black His
tory Month, we remember the strength of Mary 
Mcleod Bethune, a woman who founded one 
of America's foremost education institutions, 
Bethune-Cookman College, with a total capital 
of $1.50; a woman who during her lifetime 
held Presidential appointments, and became a 
friend and advisor to Presidents. 

As we celebrate our theme, "African Amer
ican Women: Yesterday, Today and Tomor
row," we recall the efforts of the legendary 
Rosa Parks. Her refusal to give a white man 
her seat on a bus in Montgomery, AL, in 1955, 
prompted a year-long protest that ultimately 
resulted in the abolishment of a law that re
quired African-Americans to sit in the rear of 
the bus behind white people. Rosa Parks con
tinues to serve today as a role model and her
oine to those who champion justice and equal
ity. 

Mr. Speaker, I take special pride in partici
pating in today's special order in observance 
of Black History Month. I join my colleagues in 
saluting African-American women who have 
changed and, indeed, are making history. This 
special order provides just a glimpse of the 
historical contributions of African-American 
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men and women to our Nation. It is important 
to remember, however, that not only in Feb
ruary, but every day African-Americans are 
contributing to the building, shaping, and pres
ervation of this great democracy. Our history 
is America's history. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
pleasure to speak on the accomplishments 
and contributions of Shirley Chisholm during 
this special order on Black History Month. 

Her political life took root when she decided 
to become a teacher. During her years in col
lege, she became known for her outspoken
ness and was encouraged to go into politics. 
For several years, she worked behind the 
scenes for many political candidates before 
she decided to run for the New York State As
sembly. Against all odds, she won. 

In 1968, Shirley Chisholm entered the 
House of Representatives with a bang when 
she refused to accept an assignment on the 
Committee on Agriculture. In that one mo
ment, she defined herself as a maverick; a 
warrior who would fight for her rights and the 
rights of others; a campaigner for the poor, 
higher minimum wages, and Federal subsidies 
for day care centers. She showed her commit
ment, not only to the Brooklyn community she 
represented, but to many communities that 
were powerless and insignificant, and she 
turned them into forces with which to be reck
oned. 

During 1981 and 1982, I had the opportunity 
to work with Representative Chisholm when 
we served together as members of the Rules 
Committee. During these committee meetings, 
I was able to witness firsthand her dedication 
to causes greater than herself. It was an 
honor to work beside her to achieve changes 
that improve mankind. 

She began to build a road for other African
American leaders and women who were inter
ested in running for Congress. And when this 
road seemed to come to an unexpected end, 
she did something few people expected her to 
do. She sought a major party nomination for 
President. She was unsuccessful; however, 
she felt success in being allowed to carry the 
torch that would allow for other minorities to 
follow her challenge to run for President. 

Representative Chisholm retired in 1982 
and returned to the teaching profession. Dur
ing these years, she has continued to work 
behind the political scenes for the advance
ment of all people. 

In her biography, "The Good Fight," she 
stresses that she does not want to be- remem
bered as the first black woman to be elected 
to the U.S. Congress, even though she was. 
She does not want to be remembered as the 
first black woman who happened to be black 
to make a serious bid for the presidency. She 
wants to be known as a catalyst for change, 
a woman who has the determination and a 
woman who has the perseverance to fight on 
behalf of the female population and the black 
population, because she is a product of both. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to join people from 
throughout our Nation in commemorating 
Black History Month. This is a time when we, 
as American citizens, recognize and pay trib
ute to the many African-Americans who have 
made significant contributions in their respec
tive fields throughout the course of American 
history. 

Since our country's beginnings, every as
pect of American life and culture has been en
hanced by the acts of great African-Ameri
cans. Dating back as early as the Revolution
ary War, some 5,000 blacks fought for our Na
tion's independence. For much of American 
history they were legally denied recognition for 
their accomplishments and even today, many 
of their contributions are largely unknown. 

For this reason, the noted black author and 
historian, Dr. Carter G. Woodson of Bucking
ham County in my congressional district, initi
ated what has become known today as Black 
History Month; 70 years later, Dr. Woodson's 
legacy means that all children across our Na
tion now understand an important part of his
tory. 

Thanks to Black History Month, children 
now understand that African-Americans made 
significant advancements in the fields of arts, 
science, entertainment, technology, commu
nications, politics, and civil rights. These so
cial, economic, and educational achievements 
have contributed to our Nation's prosperity 
and rich culture. 

In addition to Dr. Woodson, we in the Fifth 
Congressional District are very proud of an
other outstanding individual who emerged as 
one of the most influential African-Americans 
in American history. Booker T. Washington, 
born in Franklin County, VA in 1856, spent 
most of his life working to achieve economic 
advancement for blacks. Best known for 
founding the Tuskegee Normal and Industrial 
Institute in 1881, Mr. Washington also advised 
Presidents Theodore Roosevelt and William 
Howard Taft on racial injustice facing the 
United States. In order to achieve a better 
quality of life Mr. Washington advocated voca
tional and industrial training for African-Ameri
cans. This would prove to be the most effec
tive path for African-Americans to follow in 
order to elevate their economic standing. 
Booker T. Washington was a voice of com
promise and moderation in a time when civil 
and political rights were reserved only for a 
select few. He believed progress for blacks 
would be achieved only if peace between the 
races was maintained. 

Booker T. Washington was just one great 
African-American who helped more of our 
countrymen to realize freedom and independ
ence. Other individuals, like Frederick Douglas 
and Martin Luther King, Jr. rank among the 
greatest Americans in history. 

I encourage all citizens to commemorate 
Black History Month and to recognize always 
that Americans of every race, color, and creed 
have helped to make this the greatest nation 
on Earth. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, since 1976, February has been 
celebrated as Black History Month, but the ori
gins of this event date back to 1926, when Dr. 
Carter G. Woodson set aside a special period 
of time in February to recognize the heritage, 
achievements, and contributions of African
Americans. 

I want to extend greetings to all of you who 
are celebrating Black History Month during this 
important time of renewal and reflection for 
our country. 

History has its own power and black women 
more than ever before need its truths to chal
lenge hateful assumptions, negative stereo-

types, myths, lies, and distortions about our 
own role in the progress of time. 

Black women need to know the contradic
tions and ironies that our unique status pre
sents to a country founded on the proposition 
that all men are created equal and endowed 
with the inalienable rights of life, liberty, and 
opportunity to pursue happiness. 

Brave Texas women have used violence, 
stealth, the legal system, and political strate
gies to protect themselves and their loved 
ones. While the private lives of most black 
women occur within their family settings, those 
stories remain closed to the public eye. 

This evening I would like to highlight not 
only the trials and tribulations but the bold and 
creative initiatives black women of Texas have 
made and contributed to this society. 

Women have traditionally tended their fami
lies, friends, and neighbors, but around 1900 
nursing became professionalized. Mrs. Mary 
Keys Gibson was among the first southern 
blacks to receive a nursing certificate from an 
accredited school, the Chautauqua School of 
Nursing in Jamestown, NY, in 1907. 

Nursing was not taken seriously as a pro
fession in Texas until 1909, when the Texas 
Graduate Nurses Association persuaded the 
legislature to pass licensing standards and 
procedures. By 1912, approximately 65 hos
pitals existed in the United States, including 6 
in Texas. 

The Wright Cuney Memorial Nurse Training 
School was located in Dallas. Mrs. C.H. 
Graves opened her home to the sick in Tem
ple in 1916. Later, as a nurse, she founded 
the Memorial Colored Hospital, which oper
ated until the 1950's. 

Miss Annie Mae Mathis of Austin was pos
sibly the first African-American on the staff of 
the Texas State Board of Health. Hired in 
1922, she was the first black maternity and in
fancy nurse in the bureau of child hygiene. 
Over the next few years, she addressed thou
sands of white women at Methodist con
ferences, published an article on "Negro Pub
lic Health Nursing in Texas," and surveyed 
500 homes in Houston County in 1934. 

She recruited black school teachers and 
midwives to try to improve conditions. In other 
communities, she organized adult health 
classes, clinics, and instruction for midwives. 

Federal legislation, beginning with the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, has helped to raise the 
glass ceiling for black women. In Texas, they 
took advantage of each opportunity pre
sente~to get out of the domestic labor ghet
to and into white-collar and professional jobs, 
to use their educational opportunities to enter 
politics, and to make the process work for 
their objectives. 

Like our predecessors, black women of the 
nineties continue to pursue not only our con
tinued advancement, but the objectives involv
ing the next generation and the preservation 
and extension of their history and culture. In 
addition, a goal of this generation of black 
women is solidarity with other disadvantaged 
groups. 

While racism is far from ended and the eco
nomic battle for racial and gender parity is not 
yet won, many black women are respected 
leaders who improve the quality of Texas and 
help shape the future of the State. 

Judging by black Texas women's lengthy 
and admirable history of trials and triumphs, 
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the transformation of the world is underway. 
The strong women are coming, it is indeed our 
time. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
we, as African-American citizens are on the 
verge of having our civil and economic rights 
readjusted to a degree that will seriously test 
our faith-both in ourselves as a people and 
in our American Government. Not since the 
19th century-in the wake of reconstruction
has the U.S. Government been so determined 
to renege on every last pledge and promise 
that it made in the name of equality for all 
Americans. 

After 300 years of so-called emancipation, 
America has failed to live up to its founding 
creed that "All men are created equal." Al
though significant strides were made during 
the civil rights era, some Members of Con
gress are determined to devise new laws and 
customs in order to maintain the status quo. 
As in the past, in order, for us to combat this 
rising tide, we must never yield to their op
pressive tactics. We must never forget that the 
African-American spirit can never be broken. 

Black History Month is always a special time 
to honor the contributions and achievements 
of African-American men and woman. This 
year, however, I want to specially focus on the 
extraordinary examples of courage displayed 
by dynamic African-American women through
out our history. 

The courage and conviction of African
American woman such as Sojourner Truth will 
never be forgotten. As a fierce opponent of 
slavery, Sojourner Truth, spoke before huge 
crowds deep in the Ante-bellum South, 
preaching against white supremacy-all the 
while, Sojourner Truth never even knew if she 
would live to complete the speech. 

Another great example is Harriet Tubman, 
who not only escaped from slavery herself, but 
ventured back into the slave States over 20 
times to free more than 300 of our brothers 
and sisters. 

It was Mary Mcleon Bethune, who blazed 
the trail for future black appointees to high
level government positions by becoming the 
first black woman to be a White House ap
pointee. 

There was also Ida B. Wells, who at great 
personal risk, let the crusade against 
lynchings in Tennessee and cofounded the 
NAACP. 

Daisy Gibson Bates is another example of 
African-American courage. As a newspaper 
editor, Ms. Bates fought throughout her career 
against racial injustice. However, it was her 
leadership in the 1955 struggle for Arkansas 
school integration that gave her national prom
inence. As president for the Arkansas chapter 
of the NAACP, she led the way in publicly 
criticizing the State Governor for his refusal to 
admit nine African-American students to all all
white high school. 

As a direct consequence, her life became a 
legendary nightmare of arrest, abuse, and in
timidation. In addition to forcing her news
paper out of business, racist whites routinely 
vandalized her home and burned crosses on 
her lawn. Yet, this remarkable black woman 
never yielded to the oppression. 

Fannie Lou Hamer is another outstanding 
example. As the founder and chairwoman of 
the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party, 

Ms. Hamer created an alternative to the all 
white Democratic Party. Ms. Hamer's struggle 
against the racist white establishment in Mis
sissippi was nothing short of heroic. For her 
efforts, she was made the object of assassina
tion attempts, unlawful arrests, and torture. 
Despite these incredible odds, Ms. Hamer per
sisted-and in 1964, she became the first Afri
can-American woman to run for Congress 
from Mississippi. By 1968, she was formally 
seated at the National Democratic Convention 
in Chicago. All because she was sick and tired 
of being sick and tired. Her famous statement 
is still used today to verbalize frustration with 
the system. 

Coretta Scott King is an example of a cou
rageous African-American woman. After her 
husband was slain, she made a swift transition 
from dedicated wife and parent to a dynamic 
civil rights and peace crusader in her own 
right. She was a leading figure in the Amer
ican antiapartheid movement and founded the 
Martin Luther King, Jr., Center for Nonviolent 
Social Change in Atlanta, GA. 

Another example of African-American deter
mination is C. Dolores Tucker, the first Afri
can-American Secretary of State for the Com
monwealth of Pennsylvania. Long active in 
civil rights, Ms. Tucker participated in the 1965 
White House Conference on Civil Rights. She 
was a founding member of the National Wom
en's Caucus, a cofounder of the National 
Black Women's Political Caucus. During her 
time as Pennsylvania's Secretary of State, 
from 1971 to 1977, she was the highest rank
ing African-American in State government in 
the country. 

Another example is the Honorable Shirley 
Chisolm, the first African-American woman 
elected to the U.S. Congress. Congress
woman Chisolm was also the first African
American woman to make a serious bid for 
President of the United States. 

Another dynamic African-American pioneer 
is Dorothy Height, whose legendary leadership 
skills created many powerful organizations in 
the service of equal rights and justice. As 
president and executive board member of 
Delta Sigma Theta, Ms. Height succeeded in 
making the sorority more a global organiza
tion. Dorothy Height's work with the Young 
Women's Christian Association [YWCA] led to 
its integration. As president of the National 
Council for Negro Women, Ms. Height has 
vastly expanded its reach and influence to in
clude over 240 local groups and 31 national 
organizations-all striving toward the universal 
equality of women of color. 

As we celebrate Black History Month, it is 
imperative that we continue the strides of the 
remarkable African-Americans who have gone 
before us. In so doing, we must especially re
member those sisters who have shaped his
tory. We are great descendants of great peo
ple who had the courage, the wisdom, and the 
fortitude, to face unsurmountable challenges. 
We come from the world's prime stock. So im
pressive is our true heritage that massive ef
forts have been made in the attempt to de
stroy all knowledge of our history. That is why 
each and every day, we must continue the 
struggle and guard against any attempts to 
dismantle our strong foundation. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank my distin
guished colleagues, Congressmen STOKES 

and PAYNE, for calling this special order in 
celebration of Black History Month for choos
ing this year's theme: African-American 
Women: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow. 
The theme today heralds women who have 
made distinctive contributions to our country. 
For every woman from Harriet Tubman to 
Rosa Parks to Myrlie Evers-Williams who have 
become household names, there are legions 
of women from past to present who have 
made great contributions to their communities 
with little or no recognition. We are here to 
honor all of them today. 

When we examine this theme, it is only nat
ural that our thoughts would turn to our re
cently departed friend and colleague Barbara 
Jordan. Congresswoman Jordan was a for
midable force, not only in the African Amer
ican community, but throughout our country. A 
champion of liberal causes, she was not only 
a role model for African American women, but 
also an inspiration to people of all colors. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very fortunate to rep
resent California's 8th Congressional District 
and to work with many outstanding African
American leaders, both women and men, and 
community organizations based in the city of 
San Francisco. These are leaders like Enola 
Maxwell, who has been a driving force for the 
Potrero Hill Neighborhood House, guiding and 
mentoring several generations of neighbor
hood youth; or like Naomi Gray, who spent 
many years on the San Francisco Health 
Commission as an advocate for health care 
for low-income communities; or like Sharon 
Hewitt, who recently helped organize a city
wide summit to find ways to prevent youth vio
lence among communities of color in San 
Francisco. These women are working within 
the community to make it a better place. I ap
plaud their efforts, and the efforts of the many 
African-American women in my district who 
are working every day to improve life in the 
city of San Francisco and in our Nation. 

In just a few days, we will end Black History 
Month and enter a celebration of Women's 
History Month. Let us continue to acknowl
edge the accomplishments of pioneering 
women of the past and promote and support 
the goals of African-American women present 
and future. Their struggles deserve credit and 
recognition every day of the year, not just dur
ing Black History Month. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, in keeping with this 
year's Black History Month theme, "African 
American Women: Yesterday, Today and To
morrow" I would like to pay tribute to an out
standing St. Louisan who exemplifies the high
est values and qualities of leadership in the 
African-American community, Mrs. Margaret 
Bush Wilson. 
. Mrs. Wilson is a St. Louis native who grad

uated from Sumner High School and received 
a B.A. degree in economics, cum laude, from 
Talladega College. She went on to earn her 
LLB from Lincoln University School of Law. 
Mrs. Wilson has been a highly respected jurist 
in St. Louis for many years and is admitted to 
practice before the U.S. Supreme Court. She 
has also taught at the CLEO Institute and St. 
Louis University School of Law. 

Margaret Bush Wilson has dedicated her life 
to the fight for civil rights and racial equality, 
carrying on a . family tradition of community 
service. Mrs. Wilson's mother, Berenice 
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Casey, served on the executive committee of 
the St. Louis NAACP in the 1920's and 1930's 
and her father, James T. Bush, Sr., a pioneer 
real; estate broker in St. Louis was the moving 
force behind the Shelley versus Kraemer case 
which led to the landmark U.S. Supreme Court 
decision outlawing racial restrictive housing 
covenants. 

In addition to being a prominent St. Louis 
leader, Margaret Bush Wilson has served in 
many national positions. She was national 
chairperson of the NAACP Board of Directors 
from 1975-84. She has also served in the fol
lowing Federal, State, and local posts: U.S. 
Attorney, Legal Division, the Rural Electrifica
tion Administration of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, assistant attorney-general of Mis
souri, Legal Services specialist, State Tech
n ical Assistance Office, War on Poverty; ad
ministrator, community services and continuing 
education programs, title I, Higher Education 
Act of 1965 in Missouri, and acting director, 
St. Louis Lawyers for Housing. 

Mrs. Wilson actively serves in numerous or
ganizations committed to education and social 
justice. She is a member of Alpha Kappa 
Alpha Sorority and is the recipient of many 
ci'.'i~ and professional awards including honor
ary degrees from St. Paul's College, Smith 
College, Washington University, Kenyon Col
lege, Talladega College, Boston University, 
and the University, of Missouri-St. Louis. 

Margaret Bush Wilson is a cherished mem
ber of the St. Louis community and a distin
guished black woman. She has demonstrated 
a deep understanding of the history of the 
black community and displayed the highest 
level of compassion for equal justice. She has 
truly dedicated her life to improving the future 
of the black community. 

Mr. Speaker. I am honored to salute Mrs. 
Margaret Bush Wilson, a force for good in our 
society who has helped changed the course of 
African-American history. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I am as proud 
as a father today, to have this opportunity to 
pay tribute to Vicky L. Bandy, of Beckley, WV, 
during Black History Month. For more than a 
decade, Ms. Bandy served as my executive 
assistant here in Washington, and Ms. Bandy 
was ever as loyal and dedicated as she was 
a professional, at all times and in all situa
tions. I knew that I could depend upon her in 
all things. 

Mr. Speaker, on February 24, 1996, Ms. 
Bandy gave a speech at the Beckley Federal 
Correctional Institution's Black Affairs aanquet, 
as part of its celebration of Black History 
Month. 

I am privileged to place in the RECORD at 
this point, Ms. Sandy's stirring words as she 
encouraged and surely inspired her sisters as 
she spoke eloquently about their theme: Afri
can-American Women: Past, Present and Fu
ture. Mr. Speaker, I commend Ms. Sandy's re
marks to my colleagues for their reading and 
their remembrance. 

AFRICAN-AMERICAN WOMEN: PAST, PRESENT 
AND FUTURE 

(By Vicky L. Bandy) 
"Stony the road we trod, bitter the chasten

ing rod, felt in the days when hope un
born had died." 

Today, we gather 370 years after the first 
African American landed at Jamestown, Vir-

ginia, 133 years after the signing of the 
Emancipation Proclamation, and 31 years 
after the Enactment of the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965, which gave African Americans 
power at the Ballot Box. 

Last October, the African American Com
munity pledged itself to pursue a bold new 
course with the success of the Million Man 
March. 

The success of the effort is still being felt. 
But today, ladies, it is our turn. The Theme 
for the 1996 observance of Black History 
Month is: African American Women: Past, 
Present and Future. 

As I thought about what I would say, I 
thought about how far we as African Ameri
cans have come. I thought of the stories that 
were told to me by my Grandmother, Ella 
Bandy. I recall stories about how this Strong 
Black Woman worked hard in the fields of 
Alabama. She would leave her babies in a 
wagon under a shade tree, while she worked 
the long rows of the fields. At the end of 
each row, she would run back to check on 
her babies. Grandmama was a strong African 
American Woman. She never gave up, she 
was a woman of principle; and she never gave 
in. Grandmama's hands, hard and calloused 
from toiling in the hot Alabama Sun, so that 
her children and grandchildren could have a 
better way of life. 

Earlier this week, I witnessed the Swear
ing-In ceremony of Congressman Kweisi 
Mfume, as President and CEO of the NAACP, 
an event that was attended by a very small 
but elite group of people, among them being 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States. I reflected back to the point 
in time when I would ride in the car with my 
grandfather on election day-a day that I 
equated to Thomas 'n Joyland carnival com
ing to town. 

Grand daddy's car windows held many 
campaign signs belonging to various politi
cians, seeking a vote in the Black commu
nity. I suppose it never occurred to Grand 
daddy that his granddaughter would grow up 
to become a part of the Political Process. He 
did not know that he was molding me for a 
successful career with your Congressman 
Nick J. Rahall. Well, Grand daddy did not 
live to see the end results of the many rides 
we shared on Election Day, but I will always 
be grateful to him. For I did not meet the 
normal standards. Ladies and Gentlemen, 
you see, I never attended an Ivy League 
school. I was educated in a four room school
house. My parents were not politically con
nected, nor did they contribute to a cam
paign committee. The one thing that they 
did, was to teach me how to seize an oppor
tunity. 

That same lesson is equally important 
today. Too many of us today let opportunity 
pass us by, because we look for it in a pretty 
package, delivered to our doors by Federal 
Express or priority Mail. Often times, when 
we do seize the opportunity, we take all of 
the credit and forget that the way was paved 
by someone else, who labored and toiled in 
the fields from sun up to sun down. 

"Stony the road we trod, bitter the chas
tening rod". I've got mine and you get yours, 
never offering to lend a hand to help an
other. Well, I heard the songwriter say "The 
only time you should look down on a man, is 
when you are picking him up". Imagine Har
riet Tubman, Conductor of the Underground 
Railroad, not reaching back, after seizing 
the opportunity to become a freed slave. 
Where would we be had it not been for So
journer Truth, who traveled the country to 
proclaim to others the truth about slavery. 
Would we be able to sit in any seat on a bus 

today, had it not been for Rosa Parks, who 
refused to give up her seat in the front of the 
bus. when Coloreds were not allowed to ride 
in the front. 

African American women; past, present, 
and future. What about Dr. Mae Jamison, 
first African American female Astronaut? 
What about Elizabeth Drewey, first African 
American Woman elected to the West Vir
ginia House of Delegates? What about Carol 
Moseley Braun, the first female African 
American U.S. Senator, and my boss, Hazel 
R. O'Leary, the first African American and 
female African American to become Sec
retary of the U.S. Department of Energy, one 
who has opened many doors to expose Minor
ity Students to the world of Science. What 
about your mother and my mother, strong 
and courageous African American Women, 
who made tremendous sacrifices and stood 
firm, despite the obstacles they faced-de
spite society's denial; despite low paying 
jobs; despite prejudice and racism-women 
who because of their determination, paved 
the way for you and me. 

"We have come over a way that with tears 
has been watered, we have come treading our 
path thru the blood of the slaughtered." But, 
I would ask you today, what profit a person 
to gain, if he or she does not reach back to 
help another? Now that we have arrived, 
what are we doing to ensure that we will 
have famous African American Women in 
the future? 

There are young women in our own neigh
borhoods who need to know that there is a 
way off of Welfare and on to Faring Well. 
Each of you today has a Special Gift to give 
back, so that others can realize their 
dreams, their hopes, their goals. I challenge 
you to stir up your gifts, to lift up somebody, 
to respect each other, to love yourself and to 
never stop striving to reach for your goals, 
never give up-don't give in. 

We are African American women, march
ing on till victory is won. Yet with a steady 
beat, have not our weary feet, come to the 
place for which our fathers signed? African 
American women; past, present, and future. 

Poet Maya Angelou sums it up by saying: 
"You may write me down in history, with 
your bitter twisted lies. You may trod me in 
the very dirt, but still, like dust, I'll rise". 
We will rise. African American women, past, 
present, and future. 

Mr. TOWNS of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 
would first like to thank my colleague from 
Ohio, Mr. LOUIS STOKES for calling this special 
order today in honor of African-American His
tory Month. 

Today, I would like to pay special tribute to 
our African-American women. These women 
are our mothers, sisters, and wives. Women 
who have watched their young children be 
sold on the auction block and women who 
even today watch their children be buried or 
sent away in shackles. 

Through all the trials, tribulations and pain 
that African-American women have gone 
through, they have always been the backbone 
of our community. In 1969, Shirley Chisholm 
of New York became the first black woman to 
serve in the U.S. House of Representatives. In 
the arts, Gwendolyn Brooks became the first 
black to win a Pulitzer. She received the 
award in 1950 for a collection of poems titled 
"Annie Allen." In 1955, Marian Anderson be
came the first black to sing a leading role with 
Metropolitan Opera in New York City. In the 
civil rights movement, Rosa Parks, a seam
stress and civil rights activist in Montgomery, 
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AL, became a leading symbol of black's bold 
new action to attain their civil rights. In 1955, 
she was arrested for disobeying a city law that 
required blacks to give up their seats when 
white people wished to sit in their seats or in 
the same row. Montgomery's blacks protested 
her arrest by refusing to ride the buses. Their 
protest lasted 382 days, ending when the city 
abolished the bus law. 

During the Great Depression, most African
Americans felt that Republican President Her
bert Hoover, had done little to try to end the 
Depression. In the elections of 1932, some 
black voters deserted their traditional loyalty to 
the Republican Party. They no longer saw it 
as the party of Abraham Lincoln the emanci
pator, but of Herbert Hoover and the Depres
sion. In 1936 for the first time, most blacks 
supported Franklin D. Roosevelt, the Demo
cratic Party candidate for President. This 
change opened the door for women like, Mary 
Mcleod Bethune, who became an advisor to 
Roosevelt on the problems of black America. 
Bethune, founder of Bethune Cookman-Col
lege, during the Roosevelt administration, di
rected the Black Affairs Division of a Federal 
agency called the National Youth Administra
tion. 

Brooklyn is very blessed to have the guid
ance and leadership of many virtuous women. 
Virtuous women are leaders and organizers, 
creative and culturally aware of their commu:.. 
nities. Women such as, Rev. Evelyn Mann, 
Rev. Barbara Lucas, and Rev. Barbara Wil
liams-Norman and Rev. Jacqueline 
McCollaugh have all supported their families 
and communities through the work and word 
of God. 

All of these women and many more have 
contributed to the political, social and spiritual 
progress of this country. 

As we honor African-American women, we 
honor our heritage and our ancestors who 
have passed the torch of strength and deter
mination. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in saluting 
African-American women around the country 
for their outstanding achievements even under 
the most difficult circumstances. 

GENERAL LEA VE 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks on the subject of my spe
cial order tonight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
KIM). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) on Wednesday, 
February 28, 1996, before 5:40 p.m., on 
account of the funeral of a constituent 
in her district. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (at the request 
of Mr. ARMEY) until 6 p.m. today, on 
account of family medical reasons. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. MEEK of Florida) to re
vise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mrs. MA.LONEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, for 60 min

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HAYWORTH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-

utes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. MEEK of Florida) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BEILENSON. 
Mr. HAMILTON in four instances. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Mr. HOYER in two instances. 
Mr. TOWNS in eight instances. 
Mr. BARCIA in two instances. 
Mr. MARTINEZ. 
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. 
Mr. TORRES. 
Mr. HILLIARD. 
Mr. PICKETT 
Mr. DELLUMS. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 
Mr. PALLONE. 
Mr. RAHALL. 
Mr. SABO. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. SOLOMON in two instances. 
Mr. GILMAN in three instances. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
Mr. GoODLING. 
Mr. FAWELL. 
Mr. GREENWOOD. 
Mr. SPENCE. 
Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee 

on House Oversight, reported that the 
committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 2196. An act to amend the Stevenson 
Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980 
with respect to inventions made under coop
erative research and development, and for 
other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak

er, I move that the House do now ad
journ. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 11 o 'clock and 40 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Feb
ruary 29, 1996, at 9 a.m.). 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

2137. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Secretary's certification 
that the Republic of Belarus, the Republic of 
Kazakstan, the Russian Federation, and 
Ukraine are committed to the courses of ac
tion described in section 1203(d) of the Coop
erative Threat Reduction Act of 1993 (title 
XII of Public Law 103-160), section 1412(d) of 
the Former Soviet Union Demilitarization 
Act of 1992 (title XIV of Public Law 102-484), 
and section 502 of the FREEDOM Support 
Act (Public Law 102-511); to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

2138. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting a re
;-o:r.t entitled "Statistical Programs of the 
United States Government: Fiscal Year 
1996," pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 3504(e)(2); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

2139. A letter from the Secretary of Labor, 
transmitting the annual report under the 
Federal Managers' Financial Integrity Act 
for 1995, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to 
the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

2140. A letter from the Secretary of Trans
portation, transmitting the Secretary's man
agement report on management decisions 
and final actions on Office of Inspector Gen
eral audit recommendations, for the period 
ending September 30, 1995, pursuant to Pub
lic Law 101-576, section 306(a) (104 Stat. 2854); 
to the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight. 

2141. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the Department's re
ports entitled "Fisheries of the United 
States" and "Our Living Oceans," pursuant 
to 16 U.S.C. 742d; to the Committee on Re
sources. 

2142. A letter from the Fiscal Assistant 
Secretary, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting the Department's December 
1995 issue of the "Treasury Bulletin," pursu
ant to 26 U.S.C. 9602; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol
lowing action was taken by the Speak
er: 

H.R. 497. The Committee on Resources dis
charged from further consideration. Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resol u
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. FIELDS of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. PORTER, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. MOOR
HEAD, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. BARTON of 
Texas, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. GILLMOR, 
and Mr. FRISA): 
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H.R. 2979. A bill to ensure the financial 

self-sufficiency of public broadcasting, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. ROYCE: 
H.R. 2980. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, with respect to stalking; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BA.KER of Louisiana: 
H.R. 2981. A bill to amend the Bank Hold

ing Company Act of 1956 to provide invest
ment opportunities for small bank holding 
companies; to the Committee on Banking 
and Financial Services. 

By Mr. BEVILL: 
H.R. 2982. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

the Interior to convey the Carbon Hill Na
tional Fish Hatchery to the State of Ala
bama; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. FOX: 
H.R. 2983. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to restore the 10-percent 
investment credit; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FOX (for himself, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. DoRNAN, and Mr. ZIMMER): 

H.R. 2984. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to extend the research 
credit, to allow an alternative incremental 
research credit, and for other purpcses; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FOX (for himself, Mrs. JOHNSON 
of Connecticut, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
DORNAN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. POMEROY, and 
Mrs. KELLY): 

R.R. 2985. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to allow employers a credit 
for a portion of the expenses of providing de
pendent care services to employees, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and in addition to the Committee 
on Appropriations, for a period to be subse
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. LEACH (for himself, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BACHUS, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. ROYCE, Mrs. KELLY, 
Mr. HEINEMAN, and Mr. WATTS of 
Oklahoma): 

H.R. 2986. A bill to establish a criminal 
penalty for the production, sale, transpor
tation, or possession of fictitious financial 
instruments purporting to be instruments 
issued by a public or private entity, to re
quire forfeiture of counterfeit access devices, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and in addition to the Com
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc
ture, for a period to be subsequently deter
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MANTON: 
H.R. 2987. A bill to declare a portion of 

Queens County, NY, to be nonnavigable wa
ters of the United States; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. MCKEON: 
H.R. 2988. A bill to amend the Clean Air 

Act to provide that traffic signal synchroni
zation projects are exempt from certain re
quirements of Environmental Protection 
Agency rules; to the Committee on Com
merce. 

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. RICH
ARDSON, and Mr. SKEEN): 

H.R. 2989. A bill to redesignate the Jemez 
Canyon Dam as the "Tamaya Dam"; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra
structure. 

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: 
H.R. 2990. A bill to require congressional 

approval of proposed rules considered by the 

Congress to be significant rules; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to 
the Committee on Rules, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. QUILLEN: 
H.J. Res. 161. Joint resolution propcsing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to secure the people 's right to 
acknowledge God according to the dictates 
of conscience; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. FAZIO of California: 
H. Res. 367. Resolution designating minor

ity membership on certain standing commit
tees of the House; considered and agreed to. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
203. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of New Mex
ico, relative to land grant permanent funds; 
to the Committee on Resources. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 240: Mr. FRISA, Mr. FILNER, and Ms. 
LOFGREN. 

H.R. 248: Mr. MORAN. 
H.R. 310: Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 311: Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 312: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 313: Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 528: Mr. HOYER. 
H.R. 820: Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, 

Mr. Cox, Mr. REGULA, and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 833: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. 

DELLUMS, Mr. SABO, Mr. OLVER, Mr. 
BALDACCI, and Mr. VENTO. 

H.R. 862: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. 
H.R. 878: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. 

KLINK, and Mr. TRAFICANT. 
H.R. 892: Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. KING, and 

Mr. DELAY. 
H.R. 938: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 941: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 
H.R. 972: Mr. MINGE. 
H.R. 1023: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. THOMPSON. 
H.R. 1110: Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 1305: Mr. NADLER. 
H.R. 1404: Mr. CANADY, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. 

THOMPSON' and Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 1406: Mr. EHLERS, Mr. BALLENGER, Ms. 

RIVERS, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. FARR, Mr. MOLLO
HAN, and Mr. WARD. 

R.R. 1424: Mr. STOCKMAN. 
H.R. 1462: Mr. DURBIN and Mr. QUILLEN. 
H.R. 1484: Mr. TEJEDA. 
R.R. 1496: Mr. MYERS of Indiana and Mr. 

MCDADE. 
R.R. 1514: Mr. THORNTON, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. 

STUDDS, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. STOCK.'1AN, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. GUTKNECHT, 
Mr. GoODLING, Mr. GEKAS, Mrs. MORELLA, 
Mr. FRAZER, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. BROWNBACK, 
Mr. LATHAM, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. TIAHRT. 

R.R. 1560: Mr. THOMPSON. 
H.R. 1583: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts 

and Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 1619: Mr. GILMAN and Mr. QUILLEN. 
R.R. 1625: Mr. BARTON of Texas and Mr. 

MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 1711: Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. 

KING, Mr. PETRI, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. TALENT, 
Mr. BAKER of California, and Mr. OXLEY. 

H.R. 1791: Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. 

H.R. 1863: Mr. CAMPBELL and Mr. JACKSON. 
H.R. 1920: Mr. GILMAN and Mr. WALSH. 
H.R. 1946: Mr. REGULA, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. 

MCCOLLUM, Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. 
NORWOOD, and Mr. NUSSLE. 

H.R. 1963: Mr. FAZIO of California. 
R.R. 1965: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. 

ANDREWS, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. OBERSTAR, and 
Mr. LAF ALCE. 

H.R. 1972: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. KING, and Mr. LUTHER. 

H.R. 1998: Mr. LINDER and Mr. JACOBS. 
H.R. 2024: Ms. FURSE, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, 

and Mr. FOLEY. 
H.R. 2080: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 

FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FROST, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. PASTOR, and Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida. 

R.R. 2098: Mr. BONO and Mr. WELDON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 2137: Ms. PRYCE. 
H.R. 2138: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 

LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. 
FROST, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. BURR, Mr. WYNN, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. GoODLING, Mr. THORNTON, Mr. 
CHRYSLER, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. FIELDS of 

. Texas, Mr. BRYANT of Texas, Mr. NEY, Mr. 
COMBEST, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. PETE GEREN of 
Texas, and Mr. BISHOP. 

H.R. 2178: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. KENNEDY of 
Massachusetts, Mr. TRAFICANT, and Ms. NOR
TON. 

R.R. 2200: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. 
EHRLICH, Mr. WICKER, Mr. BARR, AND MR. 
DORNAN. 

R.R. 2202: Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
GREENWOOD, Mr. OBEY, and Mr. BROWDER. 

H.R. 2234: Mr. GoRDON. 
H.R. 2240: Mr. BOUCHER and Mr. DELLUMS. 
R.R. 2333: Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 

WARD, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. DEAL of 
Georgia, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Mr. BARR, and Mr. CAMP. 

H.R. 2335: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. CONDIT, 
Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. COBLE, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. 
BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. 
PICKETT, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
WHITFIELD, and Mr. STEARNS. 

H.R. 2391: Mr. PETRI, Mr. MCINTOSH, and 
Mr. GRAHAM. 

H.R. 2411: Mr. POMEROY. 
H.R. 2433: Mr. FARR and Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 2435: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 

THORNBERRY, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. SOLOMON, and 
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. 

H.R. 2472: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. ROMERO
BARCELO, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. LUTHER, 
Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr. GEJDEN
SON. 

H.R. 2475: Mr. POMEROY. 
H.R. 2483: Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 2497: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 

JACOBS, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
HAYWORTH, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
Mr. RoBERTS, and Mr. HERGER. 

H.R. 2508: Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. BILBRAY, 
Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. FARR, Mr. BARCIA of 
Michigan, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. HEINEMAN, and 
Mr. PORTER. 

H.R. 2531: Mr. CASTLE and Mr. GoODLATTE. 
H.R. 2578: Mr. w AXMAN and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 2579: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. PORTER, Mr. 

WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mrs. COLLINS of Il
linois, Mr. CLYBURN, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. LEACH, Mr. WARD, Mr. BACH
US, Mr. WYNN, Mr. COBURN, Mr. METCALF, Mr. 
MCHALE, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. KINGSTON, Ms. 
KAPTUR, and Mr. HOYER. 

H.R. 2610: Mr. PORTMAN and Mr. BARTLETT 
of Maryland. 



February 28, 1996 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3197 
H.R. 2617: Mr. HOLDEN. 
R .R. 2650: Mr. SOLOMON. 
R.R. 2651: Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. 

WALSH, Mr. HAYES, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. KILDEE, 
Ms. NORTON, and Mr. VENTO. 

R.R. 2652: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. KLECZKA, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. 
EVANS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. COSTELLO, and Mr. 
MINGE. 

R .R. 2655: Ms. MOLINARI and Mr. PAYNE of 
New Jersey. 

R .R . 2697: Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. BROWN of Cali
fornia, Mr. YATES, Mr. DOYLE, and Mr. BER
MAN. 

R.R. 2740: Mr. FIELDS of Texas and Mr. 
CRANE, 

H.R. 2777: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 2778: Mr. CHRYSLER, Mr. BAKER of 

Louisiana, Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
MCHALE, Mr. LEACH, Mr. WICKER, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. THOMAS, 
and Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 

H.R. 2807: Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. CONDIT, and 
Mr. STOCKMAN. 

R.R. 2827: Mr. LEACH, Mr. FRAZER, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. KlLDEE, and Mr. Ney. 

R.R. 2828: Mr. QUINN and Mr. SHADEGG. 
R.R. 2853: Mr. EWING. 
R .R. 2856: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Mr. 

FRANKS of New Jersey. 
R.R. 2873: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. PE

TERSON of Florida, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. 
FRAZER, and Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

R .R. 2874: Mr. GORDON, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. 
STUPAK, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mrs. SCHROE
DER. 

R .R. 2875: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
SOLOMON, Mr. FOX, and Ms. NORTON. 

R .R . 2896: Mr. KIM. 
R.R. 2898: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. 

BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. NEY, Mr. CHABOT, 
and Mr. HERGER. 

R .R. 2912: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida and Mr. 
UNDERWOOD. 

R.R. 2919: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr. FRAZER. 
R.R. 2937: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 

HORN, and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 
R.R. 2951: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts, 

Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. CHABOT, and 
Mr. DOYLE. 

R.R. 2959: Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BARRETT of Wis
consin, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. TORRES, Mr. RUSH, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. BONIOR, and Mr. PALLONE. 

H.R. 2969: Mr. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.J. Res. 114: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H. Con. Res. 51: Mr. DOYLE. 
H. Con. Res. 134: Mr. CRAPO, Mr. MOOR

HEAD, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, 
and Mr. MYERS of Indiana. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
63. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the Rensselaer County Legislature, NY, rel
ative to supporting legislation which would 
require an auction of the spectrum to cor-

porate television networks; which was re
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

R.R. 2854 
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT 

AMENDMENT No. 6. At the end of title v 
(page 139, after line 17), add the following: 
SEC. • SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PUR

CHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP· 
MENT AND PRODUCTS; REQUIRE· 
MENT REGARDING NOTICE. 

(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP
MENT AND PRODUCTS.-In the case of any 
equipment or products that may be author
ized to be purchased with financial assist
ance provided under this Act or amendments 
made by this Act, it is the sense of the Con
gress that persons receiving such assistance 
should, in expending the assistance, purchase 
only American-made equipment and prod
ucts. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act or amendments made by this Act, the 
Secr::,:t;try of Agriculture shall provide to 
each recipient of the assistance a notice de
scribing the statement made in subsection 
(a) by the Congress. 
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